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1 Results from the pre-test 
1.1 Description of the pre-test 
The aim of the pre‐test is to test the three data collection instruments (the institutional ques‐
















































1.2 Institutional survey  
According to the pre‐test results, the general  format and structure of the institutional ques‐
tionnaire  seem  to  be  clear  and  user‐friendly.    The  pre‐test  showed,  however,  two  types  of 
problems for some indicators. Several indicators require a more precise specification, defini‐
tion,  and/or  examples.    Respondents  worried  that  for  some  indicators  current  definitions 
















tional  survey.    As  expected,  some  difficulties  emerged with  ‘art‐related  outputs’  as well  as 




one  could  expect  problems with  related  indicators. Data  availability  problems  emerge par‐
ticularly with graduates in the region, student internships in regional enterprises and profes‐
sional development courses. As  for  information on start‐up  firms,  it  is problematic  that  the 
interpretation of what qualifies as a spinoff or a start‐up can vary significantly between insti‐
tutes. 
International  engagement.  Information  on  international  students  and  staff,  as  well  as  pro‐
grammes in a foreign language, is in general unproblematic. As expected, the issue of different 
 occasionally.definitions of an “international student” came up    
In  sum,  the  institutional  questionnaire worked well  in  terms  of  its  structure  and  usability. 




























The University of Applied Science Reutlingen was  in a particular situation as  it  is used  to a 
quite similar questionnaire from CHE rankings. Their general comment was that there were 






tions  wished  to  have  a  shorter  questionnaire,  yet  some  mentioned  additional  issues  that 
could be relevant (e.g. on social issues, diversity). 
In  the  following  only  the  questions  with  remarks  that  are  important  for  the  usability  and 
comprehensibility of  the questionnaire are  listed. Explanations of  the data are not  relevant 
for the design of the questionnaire and for this reason not listed below.  
Professors.  It  was mentioned  by  one  University  that  all  Professors  have  a  completed  PhD. 
They could not deliver the information about the FTE and the professors hired from abroad. 















1.3.2 Conclusions  















































































dents  from completing  it – which was no claim by  the students  themselves. The comments 
include a number of detailed proposals on  individual  items and on phrasing of single ques‐







tries  included in U‐Multirank,  in particular with undergraduate students  in regional  institu‐




and  learning.  The  anchoring  vignettes  will  cover  three  areas  at  last:  Consulting,  IT‐
Infrastructure, course‐offerings (access to courses).  









1.5.1 Bibliometric analysis 
Dat  source 
All  bibliometric  data  are  derived  from  the  October  2010  edition  of  the  CWTS/Thomson 
Reuters Web of Science (WoS) database. The WoS is produced by Thomson Reuters. This up‐





poor  coverage of  non‐English  language publications  and of  publication  output  in  the  social 
sciences  and  humanities.  Furthermore,  the  bulk  of  the  research  publications  are  issued  in 

























tom‐up’  verification  of  the  addresses  or  publications  that  involves  interaction with  one  or 
more representatives of each organization. As a result, CWTS cannot guarantee 100% com‐
pleteness  for the selected set of publications. The use of a  ‘bottom‐up’ approach is substan‐



















4. Number of  public‐private  co‐publications.    Frequency  count  of  publications with  at  least 
one author address referring to the selected main organization (in the public sector) and one 
or  more  other  addresses  referring  to  another  organization  within  the  private  sector.  The 
definition and delimitation of private sector organization was done in accordance to a CWTS 





limitation  of  regions was  done  according  to  EUROSTAT’s NUTS‐system.  In  this  study  the  r 




tual’  citation  counts  to  ‘expected’  counts  based  on  the  average  impact  score  of  all  WoS‐
indexed  journals  assigned  to  a  field.  A  score  larger  than  one  represents  a  citation  impact 
above world average within than field of science, whereas scores below one represent below 
average  impact.  Scores  between  0.8  and  1.2  are  considered  ‘world  average’;  1.2  to  1.5  is 















































Some  points  of  attention  that  relate  to  the  feasibility  of  using  academic  patent  indicators 
should be kept in mind. First, the decision of considering grants and/or applications is first of 
all  a  matter  of  content‐wise  objectives.  Grants may  represent  the more  ‘valuable’  patents. 








data  availability  as well,  depending  on  the  patent  system(s)  considered.  At  USPTO,  before 
2001, only grants were published. And if  for example PCT (Patent Cooperation Treaty) pat‐
ents  would  be  included,  it  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  these  represent  applications  only 
(which may,  at  a  later date,  lead  to  a  grant  in  any of  the  states  contracting  to  the PCT). As 
such, the decision to include other patent systems besides EPO and USPTO, like JPO, PCT and 
national patent offices is also one to be made carefully3. Second, academic patenting volumes 








university. The proportion of  ‘university‐invented’ patents  that remains unidentified due  to 
this  limitation may be more or  less pronounced depending on  the national or  regional  tex‐
ture. France and Germany may for example be more affected, due to the fact that university 








1.6 General feedback from pre-test institutions 
After completing the pre‐testing, we scheduled a phone interview with contact persons of all 




















Additionally  it appears  that greater attention  is sometimes needed  for defining disciplinary 
borders. Two universities mentioned that they do not have programmes that are titled “Busi‐






questionnaire  seems  to  be most manageable,  the  departmental  questionnaire  is  somewhat 
less so and the biggest concern seems to be the student questionnaire. Several respondents 
point to the  fact  that the student questionnaire  is very  lengthy. On the other hand,  the CHE 
experience with  a  very  similar  questionnaire  in Germany  and  a  few other  countries  shows 
that  students  themselves  do  not  consider  the  questionnaire  overly  lengthy.  Also  the  U‐




































One university did not provide data because  it  considered  the  instruments still as  “work  in 
progress” and not fully finalised. Furthermore, they would like to know how the ranking will 















common  challenges  (see  appendix 7  and www.u‐multirank.eu/faq).  The  section  is  continu‐




the  high  workload  for  institutions  due  to  the  high  number  of  indicators.  The  U‐Multirank 
team is aware of  the  fact  that the particular approach of U‐Multirank  indeed puts a heavier 
burden  than do rankings  like ARWU which completely  rely on existing data. Already  in  the 
first  report we  outlined‐  and  this  approach was  supported  by most  stakeholders  –  that U‐
Multirank is trying “to measure what counts”. This is why we conducted the intensive stake‐





posed as  the  final U‐Multirank  set of  indicators  for  future  implementations of U‐Multirank. 


















estimate, we have  introduced  such an option.  It  is now clearly  distinguished whether  a  re‐





questionnaire  does  not  prevent  students  from  completing  it.  Furthermore,  pretesting  the 
questionnaire in 3 institutions for the U‐Multirank confirmed the result, despite the concerns 




2 Selection of indicators 
2.1 Introduction 
The aim of this chapter  is to summarise the selection of  indicators for the U‐Multirank pro‐
ject.  It  builds  upon  the  project’s  first  interim  report  “Design and  testing  the Feasibility of a 
Multi­dimensional Global University Ranking” (CHERPA‐Network, 2010), which lists our gen‐
eral design principles and  includes an overview of  indicators used  in current quality assur‐
ance systems, rankings, student  information sites and classification schemes. The definition 
of a set of  indicators for U‐Multirank is highly stakeholder‐oriented. The indicators selected 
for  the  pre‐test  phase  in U‐Multirank were  first  defined  after  a  thorough  literature  review 
taking  into  account  publications  from  the  developers  and  also  from  the  critics  of  previous 
rankings,  benchmarking  exercises  and  information  systems,  both  international  and  various 





2.1.1 Process of selecting indicators 
The process of indicator selection is illustrated in figure 1.  After an initial selection of indica‐
tors was completed, based on literature and other evidence in the area, the list was exposed 




Stakeholder  involvement  is a cornerstone of  the U‐Multirank approach to ranking  in higher 
education.   A stakeholder workshop was organized  in December 2009  in Brussels and wel‐
comed more than 50 persons from various stakeholder groups. In an interactive setting, the 
participants were invited to state and discuss their views on the relevance of a first list of in‐











ability  of  the  indicator  and  frequency  of  use  was  provided  based  on  literature,  review  of 
existing ranking and benchmark projects and existing national and international databases.  
U­Multirank Interim report testing phase  





their  thoughtful  comments  and  shared  their  concerns  regarding  U‐Multirank. We  have  re‐
ceived input from the Coimbra group, LERU, and the HBO‐Raad in the Netherlands, for exam‐


















aspect  in  the development of  indicators.  “This  type of  true consultation at  the development 
phase of the project serves as a good model for other organizations engaging in benchmark‐
ing activities.” One expert raised concerns over the impact of the availability of data as a start‐







tion  to  describe  an  institution  but  they  cannot  be  translated  into  categories  of  better  and 




2010. The discussion at  the meeting provided  specific  feedback on  a number of  indicators. 
Furthermore, Advisory Board members were encouraged to offer further comments after the 









U‐Multirank  can  gain  a  lot  from  several  on‐going  international  projects  regarding  various 
higher  education  indicators.  One  such  project  is  EUMIDA, which  assesses  the  feasibility  of 
creating a consistent statistical infrastructure at the level of individual higher education insti‐
tutions in Europe. The project analyses the availability of various data elements in European 







stitutional  databases.  Results  from  this  analysis  are  considered  in  proposing  availability 








tution  that  participates  in  the  federal  student  financial  aid  programmes.  Since  1965  the 
Higher Education Act requires that all institutions that participate in federal student financial 
aid programmes have  to  report data  on  enrolments,  graduation  rates,  faculty  and  staff  etc. 
For this reason more than 6700 institutions deliver those data to IPEDS. The information is 




versities  that U‐Multirank  asked  for  participation  in  the  feasibility  study proposed  to  com‐
pare the existing IPEDS data with the information and indicators U‐Multirank collects. There‐
fore we compared  IPEDS  indicators and definitions with  the  indicators  that will be used  in 




















2.1.2 Concerns of stakeholders 
The project has received wide support as an attempt to design a tool that is more comprehen‐























acteristics of national systems may have an  impact on  the exact data provided.  In  those 
cases contextualisation is required. The pilot study has to sensitise the U‐Multirank team 
for contextual influences that need to be taken into account when interpreting the data. In 
our  view,  finding  out whether  internationally  comparable  data  can  be  produced  or  not 
needs to be tested empirically and this is one of the major tasks of the feasibility project. 
The pre‐test  has  revealed  several  occasions where more  clarification  or  specification  is 


















dividual  institutions.  Hence  it  is  a  crucial  element  in  concepts  of  benchmarking  higher 
education systems, as e.g. by the World Bank. According to our view, in the limits of the U‐
Multirank  project  it  is  impossible  to  create  such  an  indicator  without  sacrificing  the 




plied  research  to  knowledge  transfer.  Similarly  CPD  courses  are  serving  not  only  the 














sues  are more  prominent  there  than with  indicators  for  traditional  research  university 
activities. 
Where possible we have  incorporated  all  the  feedback. We have  changed our  indicator  list 
where needed. We have tried to communicate more clearly our conceptual and practical 
foundations.  In  some  occasions  we  have  no  other  choice  than  to  recognise  that  the  U‐
Multirank cannot produce a perfect ranking at the first attempt.  










Multirank  is  to  reflect  as  closely  as possible  the  institution’s  or unit’s  performance. As will 
appear below, the complexity of higher education and the paucity of (internationally compa‐
rable) data often necessitates aiming  for proxy  indicators. Unfortunately,  this blurs  the dis‐
tinction between U‐Map’s  focus on enablers (input and activity) and U‐Multirank’s  focus on 
output  and  performance  to  some  extent.  Such  overlap  cannot  be  avoided  at  all  times,  but 
should become smaller with the maturing of U‐Multirank over the years. 
2.1.4 The analysis of indicators 





into  account  in  the  selection  of  dimensions  and  indicators;  relevance  of  dimensions  and 
indicators in their eyes should be one of the leading principles. In addition to the discus‐
sions with the stakeholders represented in the Advisory Board of the project, two events 
were  organised  to  capture  the  opinions  of  as  many  stakeholders  as  possible.  The  first 
event, the stakeholder workshop, focused on the relevance of the indicators. In the second 
event,  the online  stakeholder  consultation,  the net  is  cast  even wider:  participation was 






o Construct  validity:  indicators  should  therefore  be  defined  in  such  a  way  that  they 
measure  ‘relative’  characteristics,  controlling  for  size of  the  institution.  In  addition, 
calculating composite overall indicators for a whole institution or a whole dimension, 
assigning  fixed weights  to each sub‐indicator without  theoretical grounding, should 
be avoided. 
o Face validity:  If  indicators are used in other benchmarking and/or ranking projects, 
the  indicator seems  to be available,  reliable and  relevant  in other projects’ eyes.  In 
that case, we rather have to explain why we do not  follow the same route as others 
instea aving to d of h justify our choice of a certain indicator. 
 Robustness and reliability:  Indicators have to pay attention to  issues of possible –  in par‐
ticular undesirable or perverse – incentives resulting from their use in rankings. Indicator 
definitions, data sources and data collection processes should be designed in such a way 
that  they maximise  resistance  against manipulation  (‘gaming  the  results’)  by  interested 
parties. Are data sources and the data they comprise reliable? 
 Availability,  comparability:  are  data  expected  to  be  readily  available  in  higher  education 





















2.2 Performance in the dimension of teaching and learning 
Education is the core activity in most higher education and research institutions. It comprises 




life as an  involved citizen of a civil  society. Career and quality of  life are complex concepts, 
involving  life‐long  impacts. Moreover,  the pace of  change of  higher  education  and  research 
institutions means that long‐term performance is of  low predictive value for judgements on 
the future of those institutions. All we could aspire to in a ranking is to assess ‘early warning 
indicators’ of higher  education’s  contribution,  i.e.  outcomes and outputs.  Students’  learning 
outcomes  after  graduation would  be  the  best measure  of  outcomes. However, measures  of 







perspectives.  In  the  above, we  used  a  high  degree  of  aggregation  and  a  perspective  of  the 
higher education and research institution in society. As one of the main objectives of our U‐
Multirank project  is  to  inform stakeholders such as students,  their perspective  is  important 
too. From their point of view, as we explained in the first Interim report (CHERPA‐Network, 







performance  indicators  and  different  ‘algorithms’  to  arrive  at  judgements.  ‘Algorithm’ was 
used in quotes because decision standards and rules are often not very explicit, especially not 
when  external  experts  judgements  (‘peer  review’)  are  concerned.  This  is  the  current  state 





they  do  not  apply  in  the  rest  of  the  world.  For  our  field‐based  rankings,  subject‐level  ap‐
proaches to quality and educational standards do exist; we will return to the issue later on. At 









education  institutions  that  have  been  accredited  or  otherwise  officially  recognised  are  al‐
lowed to be included in our databases.  
Indicators of the type of studies offered have been taken into consideration as objective bases 





modern quality definitions  such  as  ISO9000 but  also higher  education  insights  into  quality 
(Conti, 1993; Harvey & Newton, 2004; Kells, 1995; Westerheijden, 2007)—proxy  indicators 
can  be  sought  in  student  satisfaction.  The  student  experience  of  education  is  conceptually 
closer to what those same students learn than judgements by external agents could be. Stu‐




An  issue might be whether  student  satisfaction  surveys are prone  to manipulation: do  stu‐
dents voice their loyalty to the institution rather than their genuine (dis‐)satisfaction? This is 
not seen as a major problem as studies show that loyalty depends on satisfaction (Athiyaman, 







1997; Hofstede,  2001).  Even  among  closely‐related  cultures  in  north‐western  Europe  such 
effects  could  not  be  ruled  out  (The  CHE Ranking  of European Universities: A  Pilot  Study  in 
Flanders and  the Netherlands,  2008).  Evidence  from CHE  rankings  and  from European  sur‐
veys (e.g. EuroStudent9) shows however that student surveys can give valid and reliable in‐
formation in a European context. One of the questions that will have to be answered by the 
current  project  is  whether  a  student  survey  on  judgments  about  their  own  pro‐
gramme/institution can produce valid and reliable information on a global scale. 














tion  that more  selective higher  education  institutions  score better  (open access  systems 
will  show  more  mismatched  students);  that  they  are  sensitive  to  discipline  mix  of  the 
higher  education  institution  (lower  scores  in  humanities,  esp.  philosophy)  and  to  eco‐
nomic  circumstances  (with  high  unemployment,  students  remain  in  the  institution 
longer); and that there is a small chance that they might be manipulated by the institution 























Another  indicator  of  the  degree  to which  an  institution’s  study programmes  are  leading  to 
broadly‐educated graduates  is  the  interdisciplinarity of programmes.  It was suggested to re‐
name the indicator into flexibility, but that is seen as too broad 
  Pro:  Objective  statistics.  The  expert  group  considers  this  an  important  indicator,  even
though it has its difficulties in measuring. 
 Con: This indicator is sensitive to regulatory frameworks (some recognition and accredita‐
tion regimes are  less open to  interdisciplinary programmes than others) and to  the spe‐



























































Graduation Rate       A 
Time to Degree       B 
Relative Rate of Graduate (Un)employment      B 
Interdisciplinarity of programmes       B 
Expenditure on teaching       B 
Relative Graduate Earnings       C 















2.2.2 Field-based rankings 
For our  field‐based rankings, subject‐level approaches  to quality and educational standards 

















The quality of  the  learning experience  is highly  important  information to (prospective) stu‐
dents and can best be judged by (current) students themselves. A student survey focusing on 
provision of courses, organization of programmes and examinations, contacts to teachers, fa‐









3. The programme’s organisation  (The organisation of  the programme is a relevant  in‐








5. Facilities:  Libraries,  computer  facilities,  rooms  and  laboratories.  The  facilities  listed 
are relevant for students to organise their studies and their student life. 




8. Overall  judgement  (The  summary, overall  satisfaction of  students  is a good proxy of  
the overall quality of teaching & learning resp. programmes) 










gram  is  organised  or  the  general  quality  of  the  programme. This  is  consistent with  the  as‐
sessment of  the  focused  institutional  ranking  indicators  in  this  dimension. There  the  effec‐







 the  student­staff  ratio  as  an  indicator  of  the  (expected)  intensity  of mentoring/tutoring 
and of contact between students and teachers.  
o Pro: fairly generally available 
o Con:  low  conceptual  validity  because  it  is  an  indicator  of  input,  not  directly  of 
educational quality; depends on educational approaches and is sensitive to defini‐
ns of ‘staff’ (partio t‐time staff, teaching assistants, etc.) 









academic  staff  is  a  precondition  for  high quality  education/programmes.  In  an  interna‐
tional  perspective  it  can be measured  and  compared by  reference  to  the  percentage  of 
staff which holds a PhD). 
o Pro: generally available 








o Con:  specification  of  budget  to  his  level  of  disaggregation  may  be  difficult  for 










































1. Quality of courses     A 
2. Promotion of employability     A 
3. Organisation of programme     A 
4. Evaluation of teaching     A 
5. Facilities     A 
6. Social climate     A 
7. Support by teachers   A 































































Student‐staff ratio      A 
Graduation rate      A 
Investment in laboratories [for Engineering FBR]    B 
Qualification of academic staff     B 
Relative Rate of Graduate Unemployment     B 
Interdisciplinarity of programmes     B 
Inclusion of issues relevant for employability in curricula    B 
Inclusion of work experience into the programme    B 
Computer Facilities: internet access     B 
Student gender balance     B 
R
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2.3 Performance in the research dimension 
Research is one of the core activities (missions) of many HEIs. When searching for indicators 










nition  of  research,  incorporating  elements  of  both  basic  and  practice‐oriented  (applied) 
research. There is a growing diversity of research missions across the classical research uni‐
versities and the vocational HEIs (university colleges, institutes of technology, universities of 




 Input  indicators measure resources, human, physical and  financial, devoted  to  research. 
Typical examples are the number of (academic) staff employed or revenues such as com‐
petitive, project funding for research. 
 Process  indicators  measure  how  research  is  conducted,  including  its  management  and 
evaluation. A typical example is the total of human resources employed by university de‐
partments, offices or affiliated agencies to support and fulfil technology transfer activities. 














Bibliometrics  is  the generic  term  for  the methods used  to  study data on publications,  texts 
and information. Bibliometric analysis uses data on numbers and authors of scientific publi‐
cations  and  on  articles  and  the  citations  therein  to  measure  the  “output”  of  individu‐
als/research teams, institutions and countries. Originally, it was limited to collecting data on 
numbers of scientific articles and other publications, classified by author and/or by  institu‐












Most  bibliometric  data  are  from  commercial  companies  or  professional  societies.  Available 





publications,  allowing  institutions  to  list  all  their  publications  without  restrictions  on  the 
type, medium or quality. While this may improve coverage, self‐reported accounts may not be 
standardized or  reliable, because respondents may  interpret  the definitions differently. For 
example,  they may  overestimate  unpublished  but  accepted  articles.  This means  that  in  the 
case of field‐based rankings, the choice of one of these options will depend on the field. 
An important issue in the production of bibliometric indicators lies in the definition of items 


































they also publish  in  journals and design prototypes.  Social  scientists and humanists have a 
wide range of outputs of which books are important sources of communication, while the arts 












Journal article  X  X  X  X  X 
Conference proceedings      X     
Book chapters        X   
Monographs/Books        X   
Artefacts          X 
Prototypes      X     
Source: Expert Group on Assessment of University‐Based Research (2010) 
2.3.1 Focused institutional rankings




tors  is  based  on  international  literature  on  research  assessments  and  existing  rank‐





 Pro:  Publishing  in  journals  is  vital  for  progress  in  science  and  scholarship.  Bibliometric 
indicators are broadly accepted. The pre‐test (section III) showed that publication data are 
largely  available  from  national  as  well  as  institutional  databases  –  both  in  Europe  and 
elsewhere.  Publication  counts  are  widely  used  in  research  rankings  (Shanghai,  Leiden 
ranking, HEEACT). 
 Con: There are  important  limitations due  to disciplinary differences  (see section above). 
Publication counts emphasise quantity, not quality. Some stakeholders argue that publica‐
tions in trade journals should be included as well, since peer reviewed journal articles is 








bition  catalogues, musical  compositions,  designs)  in  the  creative  arts,  recognizes  output 
other than publications.  
 Con: Data on  art‐related outputs  suffer  from  lack of  agreed definitions. No  indication of 
quality, while  quantities may  be difficult  to  aggregate.  The pre‐test made  clear  that  art‐








 Con:  The  indicator  is  not  appropriate  for  social  sciences  and  humanities  where  expert 
rankings do not correlate very well with impact factors. In these fields, as well as in engi‐
neering,  books  and  proceedings  are  important  outlets  as well. With  regard  to  the  field‐
based  rankings,  top‐end  citation  indices  are  less  useful  in  subfields  of  Business  (&  Eco‐
nomics)  and  in  Engineering,  where  high‐profile  research  findings  are  also  published  in 






especially  certain parts of  social  sciences, humanities and engineering.  It  is necessary  to 
standardise the observed citation rates by the expected ones to arrive at field‐normalized 




 r  a he Pro: Awards a e an indicator of research quality nd impact. In rankings like t Shanghai 
ARWU, Nobel prizes or similar awards are used.  








  dan indicator of successful national research cooperation with partners locate  in the same 
country. Data availability for this indicator is quite good. 




petitive,  peer  reviewed  grant  programs  indicates  quality  of  research  carried  out  by  a 
HEI/department. Also indicates the attractiveness of the institution for young researchers.  
 Con: Indicator affected by the characteristics of a country’s science system, such as avail‐



























capturing  aspects of human  resources management  (HRM) was  seen as useful. The pre‐
test results show that data is available in the institution (but not nationally). 
 Con: The indicator is difficult to define uniformly (across institutions, borders, disciplines). 









ing  and  research  (and  administration)  expenditure.  The  pre‐test  also  indicates  that,  de‐






























































Field normalised citation rate       A 
Number of post‐doc positions       A 
Expenditure on research       A 
Research publication output       B 
Art‐related outputs       B 
Highly cited research publications       B 
International awards and prizes won       B 
Research income from competitive sources      B 
Interdisciplinary research activities       B 
Within‐country joint research publications      C 

































One might  consider  including  indicators  of  peer  esteem,  such  as  the  number  of  prizes  and 
awards won,  the number keynote addresses given at national/international conferences, or 
international visiting research appointments and editorships. However, given that there are 
hardly  any  agreed  equivalences  that  apply  internationally  and  facilitate  comparison  across 
disciplines, these indicators are not considered for inclusion in the focused institutional rank‐
ings.  The  indicator  “awards  and  prizes won” will  be  included  but we  realize  there may  be 
challenges ahead in terms of agreeing on a clear definition.  
Some  of  the  indicators  are  of  an  input‐type,  such  as  expenditure  on  research,  competitive 
grants or post‐doc positions. These indicators, along with others such as awards, however, do 




2.3.3 Field-based ranking 














 Con:  Is  an  input‐oriented  indicator. Annual  and accurate numbers hard  to  retrieve,  con‐
rs. tracts run over several yea
Research publication output. 
 Pro: Publishing is vital  for progress  in science scholarship. Broadly accepted. Publication 
data is largely available. Indicator is widely used in research rankings. 
 Con: There are important limitations due to disciplinary differences, but the fact that this 
indicator  is  used  here  in  the  field‐based  ranking will mitigate  that  problem.  Publication 
counts emphasise quantity, not quality.  
Student satisfaction: research orientation of educational programme.  








 T aPro:  he ‘production’ of doctorate degrees (PhD;  t ISCED 6 level) is a research intensive 
activity of a HEI. The doctorate thesis is in most cases a significant research publication.14 































tion  analysis  is  less  useful  in  subfields  of  Business  (&  Economics)  and  in  Engineering, 


























































External research income       A 
Research publication output       A 
Student satisfaction: research orientation 
of educational programme       A 
Doctorate productivity      B 
Field normalized citation rate       B 
Highly cited research publications       B 
Within‐country joint research publications      C 
40




























2.4 Performance in the knowledge transfer dimension 
Knowledge  transfer  refers broadly  to  the  transfer of  activities  to economy,  society and cul‐






The  process  by  which  the  knowledge,  expertise  and  intellectually  linked  assets  of 
Higher Education Institutions are constructively applied beyond Higher Education for 




The  concept  of  ‘knowledge  transfer’  in  turn  is  being  challenged  by  that  of  ‘knowledge  ex‐
change’,  stressing  the multiple and mutual  interactions  taking place between  the  three sec‐
tors of the ‘triple helix’, comprising HEIs, business and government (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 











So  far, most  attention  has  been  devoted  to measuring  Technology  Transfer  (TT)  activities. 
Traditionally  TT  is  primarily  concerned with  the management  of  intellectual  property  (IP) 
produced by universities and other HEIs. TT means identifying, protecting, exploiting and de‐
fending  intellectual  property  (OECD,  2003).  HEIs  often  have  technology  transfer  offices 




The  broader  nature  of  Knowledge  Transfer  compared  to  TT  also  means  it  includes  other 
forms – channels – of transfer than those requiring strong IP protection. A typical classifica‐



















edge.  Indeed, many  knowledge  exchanges will  be  person‐embodied.17 Many  studies  of  the 
economic benefits of HEIs indicate that skilled graduates are one of the most critical mecha‐
nisms of knowledge transfer. This type of knowledge transfer, however, is captured through 
the  Teaching  and  Learning  and  Regional  Orientation  dimensions  included  in  U‐Multirank. 

















Artefacts make  up  the  fourth major  channel  of  interaction.  Artefacts  are  concrete,  physical 
forms  in which knowledge  can be  carried and  transferred. They are more or  less  ‘ready  to 
use’, such as machinery, software, new materials or modified organisms. This is often called 
‘technology’. Artefacts may also extend to art‐related outputs produced by scholars working 




efforts known as ProTon and ASTP  19 – have built upon  the AUTM model. This means  that 
they primarily  address  revenues  obtained  from  the  commercialization of  Intellectual  Prop‐
erty (IP). Clearly the measurement of income from IP is an incomplete and poor measure of 
knowledge transfer performance. For this reason, new approaches have been developed, such 







are  included  in  knowledge  transfer  activities.  E3M  defines  third  mission  along  three  sub‐
dimensions: Continuing Education (CE), Technology Transfer & Innovation (TT&I) and Social 






















http://ec.europa.eu/invest‐in‐research/pdf/download_en/knowledge_transfer_web.pdf.  The  HE‐BCI  survey  is 
managed by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) and used as a source of infor‐






4. Income  from knowledge exchange activities (includes:  Income from licensing agree‐





Map  indicators  are  very  much  stressing  an  institution’s  performance,  and  perhaps  not  so 
much its efforts. U‐Multirank, intends to capture performance, therefore it will at least have to 











overemphasising  inputs or enablers of KT,  this will have consequences  for  the U‐Multirank 
indicator set, and – in a later stage – will also have consequences for U‐Map in case the two 
projects  continue  to  be  closely  connected,  with  one  (U‐Map)  preceding  the  other  (U‐
Multirank).  
2.4.1 Focused institutional rankings 
Below we discuss  the potential  indicators  for  reflecting  the performance of HEIs on  the di‐
mension of knowledge transfer, along with some of the positive and negative features of each 
indicator.  The  discussion  is  inspired  by  the  international  literature  on  knowledge  transfer 


































so  far  in  other  benchmarking/ranking  exercises.  The  indicator  is  more  linked  to  ef‐
fort/intentions  than  to  actual  performance.    In  the  pre‐test  it  was  also mentioned  that, 
even  if  at  the  central  level  there  is no procedure  for  considering  tech  transfer activities, 
ent process. such incentives may exist at the departmental level and in the recruitm
Nu ermber of Continuous Professional Development (CPD) courses off ed.  
 Pro:  Continuing  Education  activities  are  an  important  part  of  knowledge  transfer,  as  it 
reaches out  to  individuals  from other professions who may not normally have access  to 
academic knowledge and are not affiliated with the HEI. The CPD courses are not captured 
in the U‐Multirank Teaching dimension or in its IP‐oriented commercialization indicators, 





a measure of  the number of participants  in CPD courses or  income from CPD activity, as 
this information relates more to performance instead of effort. 
University‐industry joint publications (that list an author affiliate address referring to a busi‐
nes o Rs enterprise or a private sect r  &D unit).  
 Pro:  Collaborative  research  is  a  key  mechanism  of  knowledge  transfer.  The  indicator 
represents successful joint research with active involvement of staff employed by business 













 Pro:  The  formation  of  companies  that  have  been  spun‐out  from HEIs  (measured  over  a 
three year period)  is an essential mechanism of  the knowledge transfer activities27, par‐
d aticularly with regard to IP exploitation. The EGKTM regar s Spin‐offs  s a core indicator. 
Data available from secondary sources. The indicator is also used in U‐Map. 
 Con:  The  definition  of  spin‐offs  can  differ  depending  on whether  its  source was  higher 
education or business‐oriented. Clear definition and demarcation criteria will need to be 
specified and applied. A suggested definition is: “start up firms, that are dependent on the 
use of  knowledge and  intellectual property  that was  created or developed at  the parent 






ter‐institutional  comparisons. There  is  an overlap with  the U‐Map  exercise, where  spin‐

































 Con:  Ideally,  the number of  license agreements (see below) might also be  interesting for 
combining with license revenues to get an indication of the volume of licensing. HEIs that 
are  not  doing  research  in  natural  sciences/engineering/medical  sciences will  hardly  be 
covered. 
The e  r number of licens agreements (as a percentage of the numbe  of patents).  
 Pro:  Licensing  is  a  relevant  and  frequently  used  indicator  for  knowledge  transfer  (in 








 Pro: The  share of university patents30  for which at  least one  co‐applicant  is  a  firm  indi‐
cates  the  extent  to  which  a  university  shares  its  IP  with  external  partners.  A  firm  co‐
























(identical)  data  sources  for  each  institution,  which  means  this  guarantees  some  inter‐
institutional comparability. 
 Con:  Patents  granted31  signals  investment  in  knowledge  transfer  activities  but  does  not 
necessarily  reflect  how much  knowledge  is  actually  being  transferred.  Considering  only 
patents for which universities act as applicant means that often a considerable number of 
patents with an academic inventor but another institutional applicant(s) are not taken into 
account. Field‐specificity needs to be  taken  into account. The  indicator needs to be com‐
bined with  licensing  information  to better capture exchange and use of patented knowl‐
edge  (especially  because  only  university‐assigned  patents  are  considered).  Stakeholder 






















































Incentives for Knowledge Exchange       A 
University‐Industry Joint Research Publications      A 
Third Party Funding       A 
Patents       A 
Size of Technology Transfer Office       B 
CPD courses offered       B 
Co‐patents       B 
Number of Spin‐offs       B 
License Agreements       C 
Cultural Awards and Prizes Won       C 
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2.4.2 Field-based ranking 
Below we discuss  the  potential  indicators  for  the  field‐based  rankings  that  reflect  the  per‐
formance of HEIs on the dimension of knowledge transfer. The discussion is based on the in‐
ternational  literature  on  knowledge  transfer metrics  and  existing  surveys  in  this  area.  The 
arguments are largely similar to the ones for the focused institutional rankings.  
University‐industry joint publications (that list an author affiliate address referring to a busi‐
nes o Rs enterprise or a private sect r  &D unit).  
 Pro:  Collaborative  research  is  a  key  mechanism  of  knowledge  transfer.  The  indicator 
represents successful joint research with active involvement of staff employed by business 
enterprises or corporate R&D units. Relevant indicator for ‘technical’ HEIs. Indicator used 
 in  the  CWTS  University­Industry  Research  Cooperation  Scoreboard  2009­2010,  based  on
Web of Science data.32  
 Con: The definition of ‘industry’ excludes the (private) medical sector. Indicator is of lim‐
ited value  for HEIs which are not active  in  fields of  interest  to  the science‐based private 













cates  the  extent  to 
this indicato
Co‐patenting.  
 Pro: The  share of university patents33  for which at  least one  co‐applicant  is  a  firm  indi‐















useful  for  further  industrial/commercial  development.  Data  available  from  secondary 
e (identical) data sourc for each institution guarantees good inter‐institutional comparabil‐
ity. 
 Con:  Patents  granted34  signals  investment  in  knowledge  transfer  activities  but  does  not 
necessarily  reflect  how much  knowledge  is  actually  being  transferred.  Considering  only 
patents for which universities act as applicant means that often a considerable number of 
patents with academic inventor but other institutional applicant(s) are not taken into ac‐































 Pro:  Licensing  is  a  relevant  and  frequently  used  indicator  for  knowledge  transfer  (in 
AUTM,  HE‐BCI  surveys  and  core  indicator  in  EGKTM  study).  Combined with  license  in‐
come (see above) and patenting (below) indicator shows potential versus actual exploita‐







 Con: Budgets are depending on a number of systemic  features,  including national differ‐
ences  in wealth/prices,  technology  intensiveness. A  financial  indicator only  refers  to  the 
size of projects, not  its  impact  in terms of knowledge transfer. Looking at  the number of 
joint projects only disregards the volume of projects. 
Number of spin‐offs (over the last three years, relative to academic staff ) 
 Pro:  The  formation  of  companies  that  have  been  spun‐out  from HEIs  (measured  over  a 
three year period)  is an essential mechanism of  the knowledge transfer activities37, par‐
o o eticularly with regards t  IP exploitati n. Th  EGKTM regards Spin‐offs as a core indicator. 
Data available from secondary sources.  
 Con:  The  definition  of  spin‐offs  can  differ  depending  on whether  its  source was  higher 
education or business‐oriented. Clear definition and demarcation criteria will need to be 
specified and applied. A suggested definition is: “start up firms, that are dependent on the 
use of  knowledge and  intellectual property  that was  created or developed at  the parent 
university. Merely  financial  (equity) participations do not qualify.  Indicator does not  re‐
veal the market value of spin‐offs (at flotation) or the Exit value (i.e. at trade sale or buy‐
out), let alone the survival rate. Overlap with the U‐Map exercise, where spin‐offs describe 
an  institution’s  involvement  in  knowledge  exchange.  The  indicator  is  discipline‐specific, 





















































University‐industry joint publications       A 
Academic staff with work experience outside  HE      A 
Joint research contracts with private sector      A 






Annual income from licensing       B 
Number of license agreements       B 
Number of spin‐offs       B 
























The e es are   rationales that drive thes  activiti  divers38. They comprise a.o.,









and  impacts of  internationalisation activities are not very well  covered by existing  interna‐
tionalisation indicators.  
For many  of  the  indicators  data  are  available  in  the  institutional  databases.  Hardly  any  of 
such data can be found in national databases. 














entation  in  teaching  and  learning.  It  testifies  the  commitment  to welcome  foreign  students 
and ties.   prepare students for future international activi
 Pro:  the availability of  the data  is  good (at  the  institutional  level) and stakeholders con‐
sider this indicator as an important indicator. It is used quite frequently and it addresses 
some of the rationales (student preparedness and curriculum quality)  
 Con:  It  is  sensitive  to  the  relative  ‘size’  of  the  national  language.  Dutch  institutions will 
score different from British institutions because of that. 












 Pro:  It  addresses  the quality enhancement  rationale  and  the  international orientation  in 
the organisation of the doctorate education process.  
 Con:  It  is not often used and stakeholders are not  interested  in  the  indicator.   There are 








































































Educational programs in foreign language      A 
Number of joint degree programs       A 
International joint research publications       A 
International academic staff       B 
International Doctorate  Graduation rate      B 
International partnerships       C 
International Graduate  Employment rate      C 
S
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2.5.2 Field based ranking 




























 Pro:  addresses  the  international  competitiveness,  data  are  available;  stakeholders  con‐
sider the indicator to be important.  
 Con: the indicator may be sensitive to the region where the HEI is  located in (border re‐
gions  will  have  more  international  students  than  other  regions).    There  are  also  some 







 Con:  the  indicator  focuses on participation  in  formalised exchange programs, and  there‐
fore neglects the free‐movers. The ratio between program‐mobility and free‐movers may 
differ per country. 






































































Percentage of international students       A 
Incoming and outgoing students       A 
Student satisfaction:  Opportunities for a stay 
abroad       
A 
Internationalisation of programmes       A 
International academic staff       B 
Joint international publications       B 
International research grants       B 
International graduate employment rate      C 
International Doctorate Graduation rate      C 
J
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2.6 Regional engagement 
The region has become an important entity in the processes of economic and social develop‐
ment and  innovation. Gaps between regions regarding these processes are growing and re‐

















cation  and provision of  institutional  resources  for  regional  and  community use,  benefitting 
both university and region and community. Partnerships focus on collaborative interactions 
with  the region/community and related scholarship  for  the mutual beneficial exchange, ex‐
ploration,  discovery,  and  application  of  knowledge,  information,  and  resources.  Curricular 

















ponent  (like  service‐learning  courses?  Are  there  mutual  beneficial,  sustained  partnerships 
with  regional  community partners? These are  typical  items on such checklists  (Furco et  al, 
2009; Hollander et al, 2001). The problem with these checklists is that the information is not 
readily  available.  Institutional  or  external  assessors  need  to  collect  the  information, which 
makes  the  robustness  and  reliability  of  the  results  in  an  international  comparative  setting 
highly questionable.  
The second type of indicators (the performance oriented ones), captures the relative size of 







torial  level 3) of  the OECD classification of  its member states, which  is composed of micro‐
regions41. As it is with most standard lists: they work fine in most cases, but there are always 
cases  where  a  different  definition  is  more  appropriate.  In  this  feasibility  study,  HEIs  may 
specify a different region and the reasons why they think a deviation from the standard is ap‐
propriate. 




2.6.1 Focused institutional ranking 












Student  internships  in  local/regional  enterprises.  Student  internships open up  communica‐
tion channels between HEI and regional/local enterprises, that facilitate further regional en‐
gagement. It covers the curricular engagement aspect of the dimension.  





























































































Income from regional/local sources       A 
Student internships in local/regional enterprises      B 
Research Contracts with Regional Business      B 
Regional joint research publications       B 
Graduates working in the region       B 
Regional Economic Impact of  University      C 
C
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2.6.2 Field based ranking 
Regional participation in Continuing education. The participation of people from the region in 
continuing  education programmes  is  an aspect of  regional  engagement of  the university.  It 
indicates how much the HEI draws on the regional resources (students) as well as how much 
the region draws on the resources of the HEI (training of the labourforce).  



























Joint R&D projects with  regional/local  enterprises.  Firms  in  a  region may benefit  from  the 
presence of  a HEI  through several  channels. Outsourcing research activities  is one of  them. 
Con ections of such activities.  sultancy or research contracts with the HEI are refl
 Pro. the relevance as assessed by the stakeholders.  
 Con. There are  some doubts on how well  records of  contracts are kept. The  indicator  is 
relatively new. 










































































Regional intake       A 
Graduates working in the region       A 
Regional participation in Continuing education      B 
Student internships in local/regional enterprises      B 
Degree theses in co‐operation with regional enter‐
prises       B 
Public lectures for external audience       C 
Summerschool/ courses for secondary education 
students       
C 
Financial support by regional enterprises      C 
J
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 3 Preparation for the pilot study 
3.1 Creating the group of pilot institutions 
A major task of work package 4 was the selection of pilot institutions for the feasibility study. 















 Regional  engagement  (students  from  region;  graduates  in  the  region;  regional  in‐
come)   
In an ideal situation we would have selected the group of institutions based on their institu‐
tional profiles within U‐Map. Unfortunately at  this stage of  its development U‐Map  includes 

















3.1.1 Regional distribution 
A basic  framework  for  the regional and national distribution of  the pilot  institution was  in‐







3.1.2 Selection procedure 
Potential pilot institutions were identified in a number of ways: 
 Some universities applied through the U‐Multirank web‐site to participate in the feasibil‐
ity  study. Their  broad profiles were  checked  as  far  as  is  possible  against  the U‐Map di‐
mensions listed above.  
 In most  countries  “national  correspondents”  (a  network  created  by  the  research  team) 
were asked to suggest institutions that would reflect the diversity of higher education in‐
stitutions in their country. Clearly this is easier to do in large countries where we planned 
to  include  six  or  more  institutions  (see  the  table  that  follows)  than  in  small  countries 
where only one or two institutions could be included. For the latter countries the research 
team looked at institutional diversity across the group of small countries. 




 The 60  institutions  that participated  in  the pilot  study on  the European classification of 
higher education institutions (U‐Map) were also included as potential participants. 



























I. EU 27 pulation in mill ns) (po io
Austria (8m)  2 2 3 
Belgium (10m)  3 3 3 
Bulgaria (8 m)  2 3 1 




Denmark (5m)  2 5 4 
Estonia (1m)  1 2 1 
Finland (5m)  2 3 1 
France (64m)  6* 9 5 
Germany (84m)  6* 9 3 
Greece  (11m)  3 4 2 
Hungary (10m)  3 4 0 
Ireland (4m)  1 1 5 
Italy (60m)  6* 8 7 
Latvia (2m)  1 1 0 
Lithuania (3m)  1 2 2 
Luxembourg (0.5m)  1 1 1 
Malta (0.4m)  1 1 0 
Netherlands (16m) 3 7 4 
Poland (38m)  6* 12 6 
Portugal (10m)  3 3 4 
Romania (21m)  3 5 5 
Slovakia (5m)  2 1 1 
Slovenia (2m)  1 2 1 
Spain (46m)  6* 7 2 
Sweden (9m)    2 3 2 













Croatia      1 
III. Outside Europe 
US  19 24 4 
Canada  6 6 3 
Japan  5 9 1 
China  10 11 0 
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India  5 7 4 
Other Asia  5 2 5 

















otal  150  216  122  
3.1.3 Profiles and institutional types  








3.1.4 Field- based rankings 
We wanted the sample of  institutions to have a high degree of overlap between the  institu‐
tional  ranking and  the  field based ranking  for  logistical  reasons as  the  field‐based rankings 
include contextual data on the institutions themselves. Hence all institutions participating in 
one of the field‐based rankings are also included in the institutional ranking. At the same time 














In  terms of participation  in  the  field based rankings,  if all 216  institutions were to agree to 
participate  in the relevant  field based rankings then the pilot project would  include around 
150  institutions  participating  in  the  business  ranking  and  around  140  in  the  engineering 




3.2 Current situation 
As of 1 November 2010  the overall  situation  is  as  follows: 122  institutions have confirmed 
their  participation  (see  the  table  above  and Appendix  2);  5  have  declined  to  participate;  7 
have asked questions concerning their potential participation but have yet to decide. 





national  experts  explained  that universities  are  reluctant  to  participate  in  rankings. This  is 
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 Appendix 1. Assessment of data availability  
The assessment of availability of data is based on two sources. For European countries the 
primary source was the EUMIDA project. The EUMIDA project seeks to develop the 
foundations of a coherent data infrastructure (and database) at the level of individual 
higher education institutions for the entire European Union, plus Norway and Switzerland, 
as additional case studies.  For the countries that are not in the European Higher Education 
Area (but are in the initial group of countries selected for the pilot) an on-line consultation 
of national experts was set up.  






























































































































Availability according to EUMIDA  
Like the U‐Multirank project, the EUMIDA project (see http://www.eumida.org ) collects data 





tors – mostly of  an  input  (instead of output‐)  type. While  the EUMIDA project  is not an  in‐
strument  to  support  a  ranking  on  several  dimensions,  it  has  been  very  helpful  for  the  U‐





approval of a representative of Commission  involved  in both projects)  that  the preliminary 
outcomes of EUMIDA (which has a shorter deadline than U‐Multirank) would be made avail‐





tries:  Switzerland, Norway).  The  EUMIDA  project  investigates  the  data  covered  in national 
databases,  in  as  far  these  databases  are  held/maintained  by  national  statistical  institutes, 























plies  that many Universities  of  Applied  Sciences  are  regarded  as  research  active  –  even  in 
 these institutioncase s do not have the right to award PhDs. 
The core set of data  in EUMIDA is  intended to sketch a rough picture of each HEI. The data 

























 on‐academic  staff;  Total 
 






























In  addit also  investigates  some more de‐
tailed d   









From this  list of data elements  it will be clear  that  there  is a great deal of overlap between 
EUMIDA and U‐Multirank in terms of data elements, but the overlap lies mainly in the area of 
data related to the inputs (or activities) of HE institutions. A great deal of this input‐related 
information  is  used  in  the  construction of  the  indicators  in U‐Multirank. The EUMIDA data 









tries.  This  does  however  not  imply  that  data  on  all  indicators  suggested  is  readily 
available  in most countries since there are some confidentiality  issues and  issues of 
nd perimeter of the population/sample. 
                                                             
43  Source: EUMIDA Deliverable D2 – Review of Relevant  Studies  (dated  20  February  2010  and  submitted  to  the 
Commission on March 1, 2010.) Please note: we are quoting from a project that officially has not finished yet. 
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more  readily  available,  although  data  on  graduate  careers  and  employability  are 
sketchy.  Some  data  on  scientific  publications  is  available  for  most  countries.  This 
points to the conclusion that output‐related data is less widely available compared to 
input‐related data items. The role of national statistical institutes is quite limited here, 













and whether  data  on  these  indicators  is  available  in  national  databases  (statistical  offices, 







that  national  regimes  of  university  patenting differ  considerably  across  countries.  This  im‐
plies that preconditions for the collection of data on patents vary considerably. EUMIDA con‐
cludes  that data on patents are available  in a number of  countries only.  In many countries, 
however, no data on university patents  is systematically collected. No  international manual 
for  the  collection of  university  patents  exists. Hence  all  activities  follow national  classifica‐
tions and requirements. This raises doubts about the comparability of data.  
 The availability of data on other indicators of technology transfer activities resembles 
the situation  for patents. Only  for some countries data  is available, and  if  it  is avail‐
able, then frequently only for a restricted set of HEIs. National statistical offices do not 





in  a  few  European  countries  (e.g.  Finland,  Ireland,  Netherlands,  Norway,  Sweden, 
Switzerland, UK). Data collection follows national standards and these differ consid‐




Finally,  it  is worth mentioning  that apart  from the  insight  that EUMIDA has given  into data 
availability  issues,  the U‐Multirank (and U‐Map) projects can profit  in another way from its 
outcomes. Since EUMIDA is investigating (and perhaps, later on leading to) a university cen‐
sus, it can be used to show (say, gauge) the composition and structural characteristics of the 










































































































3.  Consistency between IPEDS and U-Multirank indicators 
Table 3: Comparisons of definitions in the IPEDS and U‐Multirank data systems 













































































































































































































































































































































































































































U‐Multirank  is  an  international project  to design  and  test  the  feasibility  of  a multi‐
dimensional global university  ranking. This  feasibility  study  is  funded by  the Euro‐
pean Commission (DG EAC) and carried out by the CHERPA Network44 in association 
with  the European Federation of National Engineering Associations  (FEANI) and  the 




























User‐driven: The nature of a university  ranking  should be determined by  its purpose 
and by the needs of its potential users.   
Multi‐dimensional: The importance of different dimensions and indicators varies among 
















ranking on an  initial group of 150  institutions drawn  from Europe and beyond.  In most 
cases institutions will be active  in one or both of the fields of (mechanical and electrical) 





































The 150  institutions participating  in  the pilot project will have  full access  to  the  institu‐
tional profiles,  the  focused  institutional rankings and  the  field‐based rankings produced 
in the pilot project. This provides a unique opportunity to compare and benchmark your 







Participation  in  the pilot project  also provides your  institution with  the opportunity  to 
help  shape  the  final  selection  of  dimensions  and  indicators  for  the  multi‐dimensional 








U‐Multirank  to our  co‐ordinator  Jon File  (j.m.file@utwente.nl). We will  then  liaise with 




If you have any questions not  covered above please do not hesitate  to  contact  Jon File. 















Director: Development and Consultancy 
CHEPS (Center for Higher Education Policy Studies) 
University of Twente 
The Netherlands 
j.m.file@utwente.nl 
1 The CHERPA Network  
 
CHEPS (Netherlands) is a research institute at the University of Twente that specialises in higher education and science 
policy.  CHEPS was the lead partner in the project that developed a European classification of higher education institu-
tions (U-Map).  
 
CHE (Germany) is a private non-profit organisation founded by the Bertelsmann Foundation and the German Rectors 
Conference (HRK). Since 1998 it has published the CHE Ranking: a field-based, multi-dimensional, interactive ranking 
of German universities. 
 
CWTS (Netherlands) is a research institute at Leiden University specialising in the development of bibliometric indica-
tors for the assessment of research performance.  It compiles the Leiden Ranking and the University-Industry Research 
Cooperation Scoreboard.  
 
INCENTIM (Belgium) is a part of the Faculty of Business and Economics of the Catholic University of Leuven. It spe-
cialises in innovation management, science and technology policy studies and knowledge intensive entrepreneurship.  
 
OST (France) is a research group dedicated to the design and production of R&D indicators. OST publishes a biannual 
report Science & Technology – Indicators. It produces scoreboards for most French higher education and research institu-













































































































Part 1: Institutional and Departmental Questionnaire 
 
A  
Academic staff  Academic staff includes personnel whose primary assignment is instruction, research or public service. These staff include personnel who 
hold an academic rank with such titles as professor, associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, or the equivalent of any of 
these academic ranks. The category includes personnel with other titles (e.g. dean, director, associate dean, assistant dean, chair or head 
of department), if their principal activity is instruction or research. It does NOT include students or non-doctoral students working as teach-
ing/research assistants.  
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Academic staff with foreign 
nationality  
The number of academic staff with foreign nationality, employed by the institution or working on an exchange basis. A member of the aca-
demic staff is considered to be foreign in case s/he does not have the nationality of the country where the institution is located. Data are 
measured in headcounts.  
Actual average time to de-
gree in years 
The time that the students at the particular university need in average (arithmetic mean) to finish their studies. Independent from the stan-
dard/norm duration of study.  
Art related output The volume of all relevant scholarly outputs in the creative arts. This includes major art works, exhibition catalogues, musical compositions, 
designs, media productions, and other tangible artefacts and outputs. 
B  
Bachelor degree programs Bachelor degrees are first degrees awarded usually after three or four years of study completed successfully at colleges, polytechnics, 
higher vocational education, or universities. Bachelor’s degree recipients can either enter the labour force or pursue their education in 
graduate (Master’s or, sometimes Ph.D.) or (in the US) first-professional (law, medicine, dentistry) degree programmes. 
Bachelor degree programs in 
a foreign language 
Total number of bachelor or other first degree programmes that are offered completely in a language, differing from your national language.  
Business field The field includes: General business and management, International business/ management and specialised sub-fields as (e.g. Marketing, 
logistics, controlling, banking, Commerce/Trading etc.). Not included is economics within all subfields. 
C  
Character of the institution An institution can be public, private-independent, or private-government dependent.  
Copyrighted products Copyrighted products are manuscripts, designs, software, and goods of an artistic or literary nature protected by copyright law. Copyright is 
a right to prevent copying of original literary, artistic and musical works, and computer software. “Original” means that the work is the 
creation of its author, not being copied from any other work. The copyrights protect the creator’s right to be appropriately acknowledged for 
their work and give creators a means of controlling how their protected work is exploited, thereby ensuring that they are properly rewarded 
for their creative endeavours. 




CPD is the training by which members of professions maintain, improve and broaden their knowledge and skills and develop the personal 
qualities required in their professional lives, usually through a range of short and long training programs, some of which have an option of 
accreditation. This job-related continuing education and training refers to all organised, systematic education and training activities in which 
people take part in order to obtain knowledge and/or learn new skills for a current or a future job, to increase earnings, to improve job and/or 
career opportunities in a current or another field and generally to improve their opportunities for advancement and promotion. CPD activity is 
not part of a Higher Education Institution’s regular teaching activities supported through the institution’s general grants and tuition fees paid 
by students enrolled in degree programs. 
Collaborative research pro-
jects 
Research projects where a researcher from the HEI in question collaborates with a partner (or multiple partners) employed in another or-
ganisation (higher education institution, business, non-profit organisation, government agency). This only refers to research (or creative 
arts/cultural) projects where a dedicated project budget was made available by a third party to (partly) cover the project costs. 
D  
Degree seeking students with 
a foreign nationality  
Number of degree seeking students with a foreign nationality. This characteristic refers to the country of citizenship criterion. Students are 
non-citizens students if they do not have the citizenship of the country where the institution is located. Normally citizenship corresponds to 
the nationality of the passport which the student holds or would hold. Students on internships should be excluded. 
Degree seeking students with 
a foreign qualifying diploma  
The number of degree seeking students who received access to the higher education program on the basis of a qualification awarded 
abroad.  
Degrees awarded with 
regional enterprises 
Number of degree theses written in co-operation with regional enterprises. 
Direct basic government 
funding for research 
This category includes all amounts received as direct government funding (‘core funding’) by the institution through acts of a legislative body 
(i.e. ministry or national funding agency), except for competitive grants and contracts. The adjective “basic” or “core” means recurrent 
funding that is normally awarded each year. In many universities, the direct basic funding for research is part of the general institutional 
funds that the institution receives as an integrated amount (i.e. a ‘block grant’, or ‘lump sum’) for its education, research and other services. 
In that case, an estimate is to be provided for the part devoted (directly and indirectly) to research. The remaining parts then go under other 
categories, such as education. Any funding for the service function of academic hospitals (i.e. patient care) should be excluded. 
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Direct basic government 
funding for teaching 
Direct basic government funding for teaching refers to the funds that support the basic educational services of the institution. We include 
competitive funding, project funding, negotiated funding and subsidies provided by public authorities for teaching-related activities (e.g. for 
innovation of teaching practice, inclusion of disadvantaged groups). It therefore excludes: (1) Funds provided specifically for research 
projects; (2) Payments for services purchased or contracted by private organisations; (3) Fees and subsidies received for ancillary services, 
such as student lodging and meals. Comment: In many universities, the direct basic funding for teaching is part of the general institutional 
funds that the institution receives as an integrated amount (i.e. a ‘block grant’, or ‘lump sum’) for its education, research and other services. 
In that case, an estimate is to be provided for the part devoted (directly and indirectly) to education. The remaining parts then go under other 
categories, such as research. Funding for teaching hospitals (sometimes referred to as academic hospitals or university hospitals) is 
excluded from educational revenues, particularly all funding for patient care and other general expenses of academic hospitals, even if such 
expenses are paid by the education authorities. However, funding for teaching hospitals that it is directly and specifically related to the 
training of medical personnel is included.  
Doctoral students  Students pursuing a doctorate (PhD, or Doctor of Philosophy), either as a student enrolled in a PhD programme offered by a PhD awarding 
institution, or as a member of an institution’s staff (having been appointed as a research trainee) with the explicit goal of completing a PhD 
thesis (doctoral dissertation). Doctoral students may also be referred to as PhD candidates. This is in line with the European Commission 
policy advocating all PhD candidates to be no longer considered as students (with grants) but as early stage researchers. 
Doctoral students counted as 
staff 
The number of doctoral students (PhD candidates) appointed as a member of academic staff (measured in fte). In some systems, doctoral 
students are not counted as students, but as academic staff. In others, they are receiving a salary and are included in personnel statistics. 
To obtain comparable data on academic staff and student numbers, those doctoral students need to be identified.  
Doctorate degrees awarded The number of doctorate degrees awarded in the reference year to persons having successfully completed a tertiary education programme 
that leads directly to the award of the Ph.D. research qualification (Doctor of Philosophy). A doctorate requires, for successful completion, 
the submission of a thesis or dissertation of publishable quality that is the product of original research and represents a significant contribu-
tion to knowledge. The doctorate is not solely based on course-work. 
E  
E-mail address of official 
contact person 
E-mail address of the official contact person. 
Engineering fields Included are: Mechanical and industrial engineering (Not material sciences) and electrical engineering. 
Expenditure The total expenditure of the institution, including current expenditure and capital expenditure. Total expenditures include expenditures for 
educational services, research, knowledge transfer and other services.  
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Expenditure on knowledge 
exchange 
The total amount of financial resources spent on the institution’s knowledge transfer activity. Knowledge transfer, or knowledge exchange, 
includes research commercialization, activities organized within the framework of continuing professional development (CPD), the 
institution’s regional engagement and other activities aimed at disseminating the knowledge and expertise of the institution to business, the 
public sector, cultural and community partners, and other societal entities. As such, knowledge transfer is broader and more encompassing 
than technology transfer. Please indicate the percentage (estimated) of the institution’s total expenditure dedicated to the knowledge 
transfer activity. 
Expenditure on other 
activities 
The total amount of financial resources spent on activities other than teaching, research and knowledge transfer. This includes expenditures 
related to debt service and ancillary services. Preferably, this category should be as small as possible, since most activities of the institution 
will directly or indirectly be related to teaching, research and knowledge transfer.  
Expenditure on research The total amount of financial resources spent on research activities, including expenditure on R&D at academic hospitals and including 
expenditure on services indirectly related to research  (e.g. management and organization of research, administration, capital expenditure), 
but excluding the academic hospitals’ expenditure on patient care and other non-research-related general expenditure. All expenditure on 
research is included, regardless of whether the research is funded from general institutional funds or through separate grants or contracts 
from public or private sponsors. This includes all research institutes and experimental stations operating under the direct control of, or 
administered by, or associated with, the higher education institution. Some institutions are engaged in teaching as well as research. This 
makes it difficult to single out research-related expenditure. In this case we only request an estimate of the share of research in total 
expenditure. 
Expenditure on teaching The total amount of financial resources spent on teaching/instruction activities, including instruction in teaching hospitals and including 
expenditure on services indirectly related to instruction (e.g. educational services, curriculum development, administration, capital 
expenditure), but excluding the teaching hospitals’ expenditure on patient care and other non-education related general expenditure. Some 
institutions are engaged in teaching as well as research. This makes it difficult to single out teaching-related expenditure. In this case we 
only request an estimate of the share of teaching in total expenditure. 
External research grants Grants from external sources that are only dedicated to research (e.g. from foundations, EU, business. Excluded are basic funding from 
government; money for consultant projects or services.  
F  
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Foreign nationality This characteristic refers to the country of citizenship criterion. Students or staff are non-citizens students or staff if they do not have the 
citizenship of the country where the institution is located. Normally citizenship corresponds to the nationality of the passport which the stu-
dent or staff member holds. 
G  
General studies Courses as an additional offer to the students and that are not related to a subject. This includes soft skills, language courses, IT courses 
etc.  
Graduate employment The number of graduates employed abroad or in an international organisation 18 months after graduation. In a number of countries existing 
surveys on graduate employment use a different time span between graduation and surveying. In those cases the time span used needs to 
be specified. 
Graduates Graduates are those who successfully complete an educational programme during the reference calendar year. The requirement to demon-
strate that the student has acquired the expected skills and knowledge of someone at the level of education of the programme completed 
can be accomplished through either: (1) passing a final, curriculum-based examination or series of examinations; or (2) accumulating the 
specified number of study credits throughout the programme; or (3) a formal assessment of the skills/knowledge acquired by the student 
during the programme (where no formal examinations exist). In all cases, a successful outcome should result in certification which is recog-
nised within the educational system and the labour market. Graduates refer to head-counts – the individual is only counted once per refer-
ence year, even if he or she has obtained multiple qualifications in multiple fields within a category of qualification. Graduations should be 
based on the calendar year. 
Graduates working in the 
region 18 months after 
graduation 
Percentage of the institution’s graduates working (i.e. having paid employment or being self-employed) in the region, 18 months after their 
graduation. Crucial here is the definition of ‘region’. Often used definitions are the NUTS2 regions, or the regions as described in the IRE 
network. Please specify what region you used for this item. For listings of regions, see: http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/ire/Innovating-
regions/www.innovating-regions.org/index.html or http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/nuts_nomenclature/introduction .If 
otherwise unavailable, data may be reported on a different time span after graduation (e.g. two years after graduation). In this case, please 
indicate alternative time scopes in the comments section. 
In a number of countries existing surveys on graduate employment use a different time span between graduation and surveying. In those 
cases the time span used needs to be specified. 
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Graduation rate (Bachelor, 
Master) 
The total number of students receiving a degree (in the reference year) within 150% of the normal (‘stipulated’) time expected for completing 
all requirements for the degree, divided by the size of the student cohort that entered the program x years ago, where x is 150% of the stipu-
lated time to degree. 
Guest professors/visiting 
professors 
Professors from abroad coming for a limited time to the university who are engaged in teaching. Also incoming professors. 
H  
Hospital (University Hospital) A hospital closely associated with the medical school or faculty of a university with the following missions: (1) serving as a practical educa-
tional site for medical students and physicians; (2) carrying out research in the medical sciences; (3) providing patient care. 
I  
Income  Total revenues (in Euros) of the institution in the calendar year. The total consists of: (1) the direct public expenditures allocated to the insti-
tution; (2) Fees from households and students; (3) Direct expenditures of other private entities (other than households) to the institution; (4) 
Direct foreign payments to the institution. Income data should be provided in Euros. The exchange rate to the national currency is provided 
by the U-Multirank team. 
Income from copyrighted 
products 
Income received by the institution from copyrighted products for which the institution holds the copyright (see also: Copyrighted products). 
Income from European 
research programs 
Income received from research funds administered by the European Commission, or – on its behalf - one of its bodies. The largest 
European research program is the Framework program (FP7), but there are also other research programs administered by the European 
Union that allocate funds to higher education institutions, such as European Structural funds. Please note: Funds awarded by the European 
Research Council (ERC) are included in the category “Research Councils”. Institutions outside Europe, or the European Union normally do 
not qualify for this funding and, consequently, will not report any funds here. 
Income from licensing 
agreements 
The annual income from licensing agreements. Licensing is defined as: A formal agreement that allows the transfer of technology between 
two parties, where the owner of the technology (licensor) permits the other party (licensee) to share the rights to use the technology, without 
fear of a claim of intellectual property infringement brought by the licensor. The income generated from licences is an indication of both the 
impact and success of an institution’s knowledge transfer (or: its transfer of intellectual property rights; IP). 
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This category includes revenues received from public bodies and agencies outside of the country in which the institution operates - as long 
as these revenues are for specific research projects and not awarded in the context of a European research program (see item “European 
research programs’). If the funds are administered by a research council from abroad, they should go under the heading “research councils”. 
Income from other sources 
(donations, other fees, etc.) 
Income from charitable donations, interest, fees paid to institutions for ancillary services (e.g. student lodging), rents paid by private 
organizations; and earnings from private endowment funds.   
Income from privately funded 
knowledge transfer contracts 
The financial volume of privately funded research contracts, in million Euros. Contract research refers to research activities arising from 
collaborative interactions that specifically meet the research needs of the external partners. Income from competitive or non-competitive 
public research funding is to be excluded here. 
Income from privately funded 
research contracts  
All research income that is based on contracts that are not part of funding flows originating from governments (national, international, 
federal, regional) or other public organizations (e.g. Research Councils) is part of this category. Privately funded research includes research 
contracts and consultancies carried out for private (for-profit and not-for-profit) organizations, such as industry, medical charities, and private 
foundations – from the country itself or from abroad. Please note: donations and revenues from licensing and copyrighted products do not 
belong to this category and should be included in one of the categories for “Other activities”.  
Income from Research 
councils  
Revenues from government agencies and other public bodies, awarded competitively for specific research projects carried out by the 
institution. This includes research projects funded through grants and contracts by research councils, ministries and other government 
agencies. Such grants and contracts are normally awarded after a peer review of research proposals submitted by (teams of) academics. 
Funds provided by the ERC are also included. Revenues from research councils such the French ANR, the NSF in the USA, or the Dutch 
NWO/SKO/KNAW should also go under this heading. In the German context, DFG would qualify as a Research Council. Research-related 
project based funding (e.g. the Dutch RAAK subsidies) has to be included in this category as well. 
Income from tuition fees from 
students in degree programs 
The income from tuition fees refers to the net tuition fee income, excluding the tuition fees the institution has to transfer to the government. 
Fees paid for ancillary services, lodging, meals, health services, and fees paid for other welfare services furnished to students by the educa-
tional institutions should be excluded here (and should be included in ‘other income’). 
Incoming students in interna-
tional exchange programs  
The number of students who come from abroad to the institution within the framework of an international exchange program. Examples: 
Erasmus, Leonardo. 
Interdisciplinary programs Number of programmes involving at least two traditional disciplines. 









Students that got their university entrance qualification abroad and are  coming to the university to study only a limited time (either in an 
organised exchange programme or self-organised) at this university without aiming at graduating at the university. 
International graduate em-
ployment rate 
The number of graduates employed abroad or in an international organization as a percentage of the total number of graduates employed 
International networks The number of international networks a higher education institution participates in. 
International office (size) The number of dedicated staff working at the international office or some other unit responsible for international affairs of the higher educa-
tion institution. 
International PhD  students International PhD students are defined as students that got their university entrance diploma abroad. 
International prizes and 
scholarships won 
Prizes, medals, awards and scholarships won by the HEI’s employees for research work and in (inter-) national cultural competitions. This 
excludes scholarships awarded by research councils for carrying out research projects, but includes awards granted by academies of sci-
ence. It excludes military honours, state decorations, knighthoods, patriotic medals and prizes for sports and entertainment. For a (non-
complete) list of prizes and awards, see: http://www.wordiq.com/definition/List_of_prizes,_medals,_and_awards and 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_prizes,_medals,_and_awards  
J  
Joint program A joint or double degree program is a program set up in close cooperation between two or more partners. Successful conclusion of the pro-
gram leads to diploma’s of both the home institute and the partner institute(s). 
K  
Knowledge transfer  Knowledge transfer is the process by which the knowledge, expertise and intellectually linked assets of higher education institutions are 
constructively applied beyond higher education for the wider benefit of the economy and society, through two-way engagement with busi-




Legal status of the institution The official legal status of the institution (in national language).  
Licensing Licensing is defined as: A formal agreement that allows the transfer of technology between two parties, where the owner of the technology 
(licensor) permits the other party (licensee) to share the rights to use the technology, without fear of a claim of intellectual property infringe-
ment brought by the licensor. The income generated from licences is an indication of both the impact and success of an institution’s knowl-
edge transfer. 
Local/regional enterprise An enterprise is according to the OECD, an institutional unit in its capacity as a producer of goods and services; an enterprise may be a 
corporation, a quasi- corporation, a non-profit institution, or an unincorporated enterprise. A regional/local enterprise is one that is located in 
the region of the higher education institution. 
M  
Master degree programs Master degrees are higher degrees, obtained after a period of typically one to two years of study following upon a bachelor’s degree. Mas-
ter’s programmes prepare students for occupations which require the application of scientific knowledge and methods.  
Master programs in a foreign 
language 
Total number of master programmes offered completely in a language, differing from your national language. 
N  
Name of institution  The institution's name that will appear in the U-Multirank ranking. This may be the official name as stipulated in legal registry or founding act, 
or the institution's name in a different (e.g. English) language. 
Name of official contact per-
son  
The name of the person who will act as the contact person for the institution and the U-Multirank team in the data collection and the verifica-
tion of data. 
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Number of research projects 
within regional firms 
Total number of research projects with partners from the region (NUTS2 ). 
Number of licence agree-
ments 
The average number of licence agreements signed by the HEI over the last three years. 
Number of professional 
publications  
A count of all publications published in journals/books/proceedings that are addressed to a professional audience and that can be traced 
bibliographically. These publications are not peer reviewed as in the category “Academic publications”. 
Number of new patent 
applications 
The number of new patent applications filed by the institution (or one of its researchers/departments) with a patent office. A patent is an ex-
clusive right granted for an invention, which is a product or a process that provides, in general, a new way of doing something, or offers a 
new technical solution to a problem. A patent gives an inventor the right for a limited period to stop others from making, using or selling the 
invention without the permission of the inventor. 
Number of patents awarded 
to HEI or its employees 
See patent. 
Number of peer reviewed 
academic publications  
A count of peer reviewed publications of the institution. This includes PhD dissertations and books. Peer review (also known as refereeing) 
is a process of subjecting an author's scholarly work, research, or ideas to the scrutiny of others who are experts in the same field, before a 
paper describing this work is published in a journal, book or conference proceedings. 
Number of peer reviewed 
professional research outputs 
The number of research outputs other than peer-reviewed publications and professional publications. These outputs may be found through 
bibliographical searches and have been documented officially. This category includes exhibition catalogues, musical compositions, designs, 
and other artefacts that underwent a process of peer review.  
O  
Outgoing professors Professors of the faculty that spent a period at a foreign HEI as a guest/visiting professor.  
Outgoing students in interna-
tional exchange programs 
The number of an institution’s students that study abroad for at least three months in the reference year in the context of an international 
exchange program. 
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Ownership of the buildings of 
the institution 
The extent to which the institution is the prime responsible actor for maintaining and investing in its infrastructure. This is to provide 
important contextual information for interpreting expenditure data. If the majority of the buildings are owned by the institution (e.g. in contrast 
to the government owning the buildings), this will have implications for its investment (fixed capital formation) and debt servicing. The extent 
to which the buildings are owned by the institution should be indicated in the three answer categories: (1) owned by the institution; (2) mainly 
by the institution, some by others; (3) mainly by others. In case of (2) and (3), please specify what types of costs are paid directly by external 
bodies. 
P  
Patent A patent is a set of exclusive rights for a fixed period of time in exchange for a disclosure of an invention. The exclusive right granted is the 
right to prevent or exclude others from making, using, selling or offering to sell or importing the invention. In order to be patented, an inven-
tion must be novel, useful and not of an obvious nature. Applications for patents are filed to national states or application agencies. Most 
patents and applications for patents are listed in national and international electronic databases. 
Performance appraisal sys-
tem 
A performance appraisal system is a method by which the job performance of an employee working in a higher education institution is 
evaluated (generally in terms of quality and quantity) against some set of performance criteria. The appraisal is typically carried out by the 
employee’s supervisor (dean, chair, department head). The outcome of the appraisal is normally used to judge an employee’s suitability for 
promotion or further training. 
Position of official contact 
person  
The position of the official contact person in his/her institution 
Post doc (postdoctoral re-
search fellow) 
Academics holding a temporal research appointment to carry out academic or scholarly research. The position is available only for those 
who have completed their doctoral studies. Postdoctoral research may be funded through an appointment with a salary or an appointment 
with a stipend or sponsorship award. 
Private government-
dependent Institution (private 
institution) 
A government-dependent private institution is an institution that receives more than 50 per cent of its core funding from government agen-
cies, or one whose staff is overwhelmingly paid by a government agency. 
Private- independent Institu-
tion (private institution) 
An independent private institution is an institution that receives less than 50 per cent of its core funding from government agencies and 
whose teaching personnel are not paid by a government agency. See: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/45/17/33692376.pdf  
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Private Institution An institution is classified as private if it is controlled and managed by a non-governmental organisation (e.g. a Church, a Trade Union or a 
business enterprise), or its Governing Board consists mostly of members not selected by a public agency. Private institutions may be further 
classified as government-dependent private or independent private institutions. 
Professors with work experi-
ence 
Professors who gained professional experience outside higher education in private or public enterprises/business.  
Public Institution An institution is classified as public if it is controlled and managed directly by a public education authority/agency; directly by a government 
agency; or a governing body (Council, Committee etc.) most of whose members are either appointed by a public authority or elected by pub-
lic franchise.  
R  
Region There is no official definition of a region. Often used definitions are the NUTS2 regions and the regions as described in the IRE network. 
Please specify what region you used in this item. For listings of regions see http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/ire/Innovating-
regions/www.innovating-regions.org/index.html or http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/nuts_nomenclature/introduction . From 
the perspective of a higher education institution, the region would extend to the places where full-time students would be able to commute 
from when attending the institution's programme.  
Research Research is the wide range of activities that support original, innovative and creative work in the whole range of academic, professional and 
technological fields, including the humanities, and traditional, performing, and other creative arts. 
Research Councils  Publicly-funded agencies responsible for co-coordinating and funding particular areas of research (basic, applied and strategic research) 
and postgraduate research training. Decisions by research councils are predominantly made by researchers, independently from Govern-
ment (both national and supranational government – e.g. European). 
Research performance Information on various aspects related to the quantity and quality of an institution’s (or department’s) research activity and research out-
comes. Performance is reflected in measures of inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impacts of research. 
Regional/ local enterprise An enterprise is according to the OECD, an institutional unit in its capacity as a producer of goods and services; an enterprise may be a 
corporation, a quasi- corporation, a non-profit institution, or an unincorporated enterprise. A regional/local enterprise is one that is located in 
the region of the higher education institution. 
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S  
Start-up firm A newly formed company that is the result of a licensing deal or a transfer of technology process involving the higher education institution. 
Start-ups (or spin-offs) are set up to exploit technology/intellectual property (IP) that has originated from within the HEI and has obtained the 
IP from the parent HEI. 
Staff on the payroll of the 
institution 
The extent to which an institution’s staff carries out teaching and research duties on behalf of the institution while receiving a salary from a 
third party. If (a large amount of) staff is (or is not) on the payroll of a ministry or regional government, this should be indicated. 
Standard period of study in 
years 
Also norm duration of study. Official Duration of the study programme as specified in the examination rules. 
Student internships in local 
enterprises 
A student who is undergoing a period of supervised practical training in an enterprise located in the institution’s region and where the train-
ing is related to the student’s study programme. 
Student numbers (total stu-
dents enrolled) 
The number of students enrolled refers to the number of individuals (head count) that are enrolled within the reference period and not nec-
essarily to the number of registrations. Each student enrolled is counted only once. We consider all students registered at the reporting insti-
tution who follow courses that lead to the award of a qualification(s) (degree seeking students), excluding those registered as studying 
wholly abroad. Data should reflect the number of students enrolled at the beginning of the academic year. Preferably, the end (or near-end) 
of the first month of the school / academic year should be chosen. If the enrolment of students is not stable at the beginning of the academic 
year, a count at a later point may be preferable. Included are students studying for Associate degrees (short first cycle), Bachelor degrees 
(first cycle), Master degrees, students in pre-Bologna degree programs (second cycle), as well as doctoral students and other third cycle 
students.  
Students sent out in interna-
tional exchange programs  
The number of students going abroad to another higher education institution within the framework of an international exchange program (like 
Erasmus). 
T  
Technology transfer Technology transfer is about the transfer of intellectual property resulting from scientific research to business. Technology transfer includes 
the creation of licensing agreements or joint ventures, partnerships, or spin-out companies to develop new technology and bring it to market, 
typically by dedicated technology transfer offices in HEIs. 
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Technology Transfer Office 
(TTO) 
A dedicated unit in a higher education institution (HEI) that is set up with the aim to liaise the institution with industry and assist its personnel 
in the commercialisation of research results. TTOs provide services in terms of assessing inventions, patenting, licensing intellectual prop-
erty rights (IP), developing and funding spin-offs and other start-ups, and approaching firms for contract based arrangements. 
W  
Website/URL of institution  The website/URL of the (main campus of the) institution 
Y  
Year of foundation of current 
institution 
This is the year the institution got its current shape and legal status. Since many higher education institutions underwent significant changes 
during their history, the identification of the foundation year may be difficult in a number of cases. The following criteria should be used: - (1) 
name; (2) location; (3) legal status; (4)- activities as prescribed in the institutional mandate (for example law or statute). If at least two char-
acteristics were modified in some year, this year should be considered as the foundation year. Otherwise the foundation year is the year the 
current institution came into existence. If the institution is the result of a merger between two or more institutions that existed before, the 
year that the oldest precursor of the institution was founded needs to be mentioned (in an answer to a separate question). 
 
Part 2: Student Questionnaire 
C  
Contact among students Students assess the social climate and the co-operation with and contacts to other students; Index made up of a number of items, on a six-
point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
Costs of accomodation Average monthly rent paid by students incl. running costs (heating, electricity etc.). 
Course content Students assess amongst other things the variety of courses/classes offered, the didactical quality of teaching, the interdisciplinary, training 
in empirical methods and relevance of the range of courses, etc.; Index made up of a number of items, on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I 




E-Learning Students assses some elements of e-learning: Materials for downloading, electronic interaction with teachers and e-learning classes. Index 
made up of a number of items on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
I  
IT-infrastructure Students give an assessment of hardware and software equipment for the PC-places, maintenance and care of the computers, user support, 
availability of workstations; Index made up of a number of items, on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
L  
Library Students assess the quality of the library by a number of items:  the availability of the required literature, the stock of books and specialist 
publications, user support, electronic services, the possibility of literature research; Index made up of a number of items, on a six-point scale 
(I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
O  
Overall study situation The overall teaching and study situation is assessed by students on a six-point scale (Very good – very bad) 
P  
Practical orientation and 
work experience 
Students indicate the practical orientation of their study programme. Index made up of a number of items, e.g. information about occupa-
tional fields, project learning or support in finding internships. Six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all). 
R  
Research orientation of Judgement of the students on the degree of research orientation of teaching in their programme on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not 
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teaching agree at all). 
Rooms Students give an assessment on the state/maintenance of the lecture halls and seminar rooms, their technical equipment and the number of 
places available; Index made up of a number of items, on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
S  
Services available Students indicate the offered services at the university like accommodation services, student funding services or international offices.  
Study organisation Students give their view on the co-ordination of the courses offered, the congruence of teaching and examinations, their access to compul-
sory classes; Index made up of a number of items, on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
Support by teachers Students give an assessment of, inter alia: accessibility of teachers, advice, feedback on homework etc.; Index made up of a number of 
items, on a six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
Support for stays abroad Students assess the opportunities that their university offers to go abroad, including the attractiveness of partner institutions, the support and 
guidance in preparing the stay abroad, the integration of the stay abroad into studies. Six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
T  
Teaching evaluation Students rated their involvement in teaching evaluation: the participation of students in this process and the implementation of results; on a 
six-point scale (I fully agree – I do not agree at all). The evaluation of courses and lectures is seen as a student-centered instrument for im-
proving the quality of teaching. 
W  
Web site Students give an assessment of the information provided by the university on the university website. This includes e.g. accessibility, quality 
and quantity of information and – for non – English universities the translation into English. Six-point scale(I fully agree – I do not agree at all) 
U


















Appendix 8: Questionnaires 
 
 
Welcome to the U-Multirank institutional questionnaire 
The questionnaire consists of eight sections. To go to a section, click on edit. You may save the informa-
tion entered and resume later. When all information in a section is provided and saved, the status bar will 
be all green. When all sections are completed you can submit the information (see ninth section). For 
each question an explanation or comment is available by moving the cursor over the question mark. Fur-
ther explanation is also provided in the glossary. 
The default reference year is 2008 (calendar year 2008 or academic year 2008-2009). 
For comparability reasons this is the preferred reference year. If data are not available for that year a differ-
ent year may be specified, although this may cause in some cases an error as data that are used to calcu-
late an indicator have to refer to the same year.  
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 General Information    
     
1 Name & Contact    
     
 Name of institution   
text 
Please specify the name you want to appear in the U-
Multirank classification. This may be your official name as 
stipulated in legal registry or founding act, or your name in a 
different language. 
This information will be used to identify your 
institution 
 Name of the official contact person  
text 
The name of the person who will act as the contact person 
for the institution and the U- Multirank team in the data col-
lection and the verification of data. 
This information will be used for contacting the 
institution. 
 Position of official contact person  
text 
Please specify the position of the official contact person in 
the institution 
 




 This information will be used for contacting the 
institution. 
 Website of the institution  
text 
Please specify the official website address of the institution.  
     
2 Public/private and age    
     




Please specify the official legal status of the institution (in 
national language). For more detailed information see the 
glossary. 
The legal status will be used as a context vari-
able. 
 116
 How would you characterize your 
institution? 
○ public  An institution is classified as public if it is controlled and 
managed: 
- Directly by a public education authority or agency or, 
- Either by a government agency directly or by a governing 
body (Council, Committee etc.), most of whose members 
are either appointed by a public authority or elected by pub-
lic franchise. 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/45/17/33692376.pdf 
The public/ private character will be used as a 
context variable. 
  ○ private An institution is classified as private if: 
- It is controlled and managed by a non-governmental or-
ganization (e.g. a Church, a Trade Union or a business en-
terprise), or 
- Its Governing Board consists mostly of members not se-
lected by a public agency. 
 
  ○ government 
dependent 
private 
A government-dependent private institution is a private 
institution that receives more than 50 per cent of its core 
funding from government agencies, or one whose staff is 
overwhelmingly paid by a government agency. 
 
 When was the institution in its cur-
rent constitution founded? 
 
text 
Please specify the year the current institution was founded The age of the institution is used as a context 
variable 
 If the institution comprises merged 




Please specify the year the oldest part of the institution was 
founded.  
The age of the institution is used as a context 
variable 
     
3 University Hospitals    
 117
     
 Does the institution comprise or is 
it affiliated to a university hospital? 
 Data should include all information on university hospitals 
related to teaching and research activities. Information re-
lated to patient care should not be included. If different in-
formation is included, please specify in the 'comments'-
section. 
 




  ○ Yes, is affili-
ated to a uni-
versity hospital 
  
  ○ No   
 Does the information provided in 
this questionnaire comprise data 
on university hospitals?  
○Yes    
  ○No   
     




 Students    
 All information refers to headcount dat over the a 
academic year 2008-2009. If information refers to a 
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different period please specify the reference year 
and add a comment in the ‘comments’-section. If 
information is not available please fill in NA and 
comment in the 'comments'-section 
     
1 Student numbers    
     
 Total number of students enrolled  
text 
Please specify the headcount number of degree seeking This information is used to determine the stu-
students, including all levels of programs. dent profile. 
 Total number of doctoral students Please specify the headcount number of doctoral students.   
text 
 Are doctoral students counted as 
students or staff? 
○ Student In some systems doctoral students are not counted as stu-  
dents but as academic staff. To obtain comparable data on 
academic staff and student numbers, those doctoral students 
need to be identified. 
  ○ Staff   
 Total number of student internships 
in local enterprise 
 
text 
Please specify the number of student internships in local This information is used determined the stu-
enterprises started in the reference year dent profile. 
 Degree seeking students with a 
foreign qualifying diploma 
 
text 
Number of degree seeking students who got access to the This information is used to determine the inter-
program based on a qualification awarded abroad national orientation. 
 Degree seeking students with a 
foreign nationality 
 Number of degree seeking students with a foreign national- This information is used to determine the inter-
ity.  national orientation. 
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text 
 Number of incoming students in 
international exchange programs 
 
text 
Number of students who come from abroad to the higher 
education institution for a period of at least three months 
within the framework of a subsidized exchange program. 
This information is used to determine the inter-
national orientation. 
 Number of students sent out in 
international exchange programs 
 
text 
The number of students going abroad to another higher edu-
cation institution for a period of at least three months within 
the framework of a subsidized exchange program. 
This information is used to determine the inter-
national orientation 
 Number of students in (interna-
tional) joint programmes 
A joint or double degree program is a program set up in 
close cooperation between two or more partners. 
 
Successful 
conclusion of the program leads to diploma’s of both the 
home institute and the partner institute(s). 
 
text 





 Programme information    
 All information refers to headcount dat over the a 
academic year 2008-2009. If information refers to a 
different period please specify the reference year 
and add a comment in the ‘comments’-section. If 
information is not available please fill in NA and 
comment in the 'comments'-section 
  
     
1 Programmes offered    
     
 120
 Total number of bachelor degree 
programmes offered 





 Number of bachelor programmes 
offered in a foreign language 
 
text 
Please specify the number of programmes offered in a for-  
eign language only. 




Please specify the total number of master programmes of-  
fered. 
 Number of master programmes 
offered in a foreign language 
 
text 
Please specify the number of programmes offered in a for-  
eign language only. 
 Number of CPD courses offered  
text 
Please specify the number of continuous professional devel-  
opment courses offered. For further information see the 
glossary. 




Please specify the number of bachelor and master pro-  
grammes that involve at least two traditional disciplines. 





 Graduates    
 All information refers to headcount data o r the ve
academic year 2008-2009. If information refers to a 
different period please specify the reference year 
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and add a comment in the ‘comments’-section. If 
information is not available please fill in NA and 
comment in the 'comments'-section 
     
1 Graduates    
     
 Total number of degrees awarded 
 
Please specify the number of degrees awarded in the refer-
ence year. Included are Associate degrees (short first cycle), 
Bachelor degrees (first cycle), Master degrees, as well as 
pre-Bologna degrees (second cycle), as well as PhDs and 
other third cycle degrees. 
 
 Degree theses awarded in co opera-
tion with regional enterprises 
Please specify the number of degree theses awarded in co-
operation with regional enterprises in the reference year. 
 
 doctorate degrees awarded Please specify the number of doctorate degrees awarded in 
the reference year 
 
 Doctorate degrees awarded to foreign 
students 
Please specify the number of doctorate degrees awarded to 
students with a foreign nationality in the reference year 
 
 Average  time to degree for bachelor 
students 
Please specify the average time to degree for bachelor stu-
dents (in months) over the last three years. 
 
 Average  time to degree for master 
students 
Please specify the average time to degree for master stu-
dents (in months) over the last three years 
 
 Bachelor graduation rate Please specify the percentage of a cohort of bachelor stu-




 Master graduation rate Please specify the percentage of a cohort of master stu-  
dents who graduated within three years after entering the 
programme 
 International doctorate graduation rate 
 
Please specify the number of doctorate degrees awarded to 
students with a f
 
oreign nationality, as a percentage of the 
total number of doctorate degrees awarded. 
 Graduate employment 
% 
Please specify the total number of graduates employed 18 
months after graduation. If data refer to a differen
 
t time span 
between graduation and data collection please specify in 
'comments'. 
 Graduate earnings; bachelor 
€ 
The monthly earnings of bachelor graduates 18 months after  
graduation. An exchange rate table can be found at www.u-
multirank.eu/exchangerate.doc 
 Graduate earnings; master 
€ 
The monthly earnings of master graduates 18 months after 
graduation. An exchange rate table can be found 
 
at www.u-
multirank.eu/exchangerate.doc If data refer to a different 
times pan between graduation and data collection please 
specify in 'comments'. 
 Percentage of graduates working in 
the region 1,5 years after graduation 
 
% 
Please specify the number of graduates from 18 months  
ago, who work in the region, as a percentage of the total 
number of graduates from 18 months ago. This question 
refers to all levels combined. If data refer to a different time 
span between graduation and data collection please specify 
in 'comments'. 
 region used 
 text 
What a region is is not always clear. Often used definitions  
are the NUTS2 regions and the regions as described in the 
IRE network. Please specify what region you used in this 





 if no exact data are available please 




Please tick the range you think applies to your institution.  
 





n 5 and 
10% 
  
  ○more 
than 10% 
  
     
2 comments   
text 
 
 Staff     
 All information refers to data for the year 2008. If 
information on this period is not available please 
specify the reference year to which the data pro-
vided refer to and add a comment in the ‘com-
ments’-section. If information is not available please 




     
1 Staff    
     
 number of academic staff (fte) Academic staff includes personnel whose primary assign-
ment is instruction, research or public service. These staff 
include personnel who hold an academic rank with such 
titles as professor, associate professor, assistant professor, 
instructor, lecturer, or the equivalent of any of these aca-
demic ranks. The category includes personnel with other 
titles (e.g. dean, director, associate dean, assistant dean, 
chair or head of department), if their principal activity is in-
struction or research. It does NOT include student teachers 
or teaching/research assistants. 
 
 number of post doc positions The number of persons (headcount) holding a temporary 
post-doc position 
 
 number of academic staff with foreign 
nationality 
The number of academic staff (headcount) with a foreign 
nationality 
 
 number of doctoral students with for-
eign nationality, counted as academic 
staff 
The number of doctoral students (headcount) counted as 
academic staff) 
 
 number of fte staff working in interna-
tional office 
The number of employees working in international offices, in 
fte 
 
 number of employees (FTE) working 
in Technology Transfer  Office 
The number of employees working in technology transfer 
offices, in fte 
 
 presence of technology transfer activi-
ties as part of the performance ap-
praisal system 
○ Yes Does the performance appraisal scheme include criteria 
related to technology transfer activity? 
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  ○ No   
 presence of research performance as 
part of the performance appraisal sys-
tem 
○ Yes Does the performance appraisal scheme include criteria 
related to research output performance? 
 
  ○ No   





 Income    
 All information refers to Euros. To convert data in differ-
ent currencies to euro’s, you may use the exchange 
rates specified in www.u-multirank.eu/exchangerate.doc 
If information is not available please fill in NA and com-
ment in the 'comments'-section. 
  
     
1 Income    
     
 Total income  
x1000 Euros 
Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros  
 Please specify a breakdown of total income by activity 
related source 
  
     
2 Income from Teaching    
     




Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. This informa-
tion refers to the government funding of teaching activi-
ties. Project based funding related to teaching activities 
(including innovation of teaching practice, inclusion of 
deprived groups) should be included. 
Funding for teaching hospitals (sometimes referred to 
as academic hospitals or university hospitals) is ex-
cluded from educational revenues, particularly all fund-
ing for patient care and other general expenses of aca-
demic hospitals, even if such expenses are paid by the 
education authorities. However, funding for teaching 
hospitals that it is directly and specifically related to the 
training of medical personnel, is included. 
 
 Tuition fees from students in degree 
programmes 
 Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros.  The income 
from tuition fees refers to the net tuition fee income, 
excluding the tuition fees the institution has to transfer 
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x1000 Euros to the government. Fees paid for ancillary services lodg-
ing, meals, health services, and fees paid for other wel-
fare services furnished to students by the educational 
institutions) should be excluded here (and should be 
included in ‘other income’). 
 courses organised within the frame-




Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. CPD is the 
means by which members of professions maintain, im-
prove and broaden their knowledge and skills and de-
velop the personal qualities required in their profes-
sional lives, usually through a range of short and long 
training programs, some of which have an option of 
accreditation. This job-related continuing education and 
training refers to all organised, systematic education 
and training activities in which people take part in order 
to obtain knowledge and/or learn new skills for a current 
or a future job, to increase earnings, to improve job 
and/or career opportunities in a current or another field 
and generally to improve their opportunities for ad-
vancement and promotion. CPD activity is not part of 
the regular teaching activities supported through the 
institution’s general grants and tuition fees paid by stu-
dents enrolled in degree programs. 
 
     
3 Income from Research    
     




Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. This cate-
gory includes all amounts received as direct govern-
ment funding (‘core funding’) by the institution through 
acts of a legislative body (i.e. ministry or national fund-
ing agency), except for competitive grants and con-
tracts. The adjective “basic” or “core” means recurrent 
funding that is normally awarded each year.  
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In many universities, the direct basic funding for re-
search is part of the general institutional funds that the 
institution receives as an integrated amount (i.e. a ‘block 
grant’, or ‘lump sum’) for its education, research and 
other services. In that case, an estimate is to be pro-
vided for the part devoted (directly and indirectly) to 
research. The remaining parts then go under other 
categories, such as education. 
Any funding for the service function of academic hospi-
tals should be excluded. 
 European research programmes  
x1000 Euros 
Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. This cate-
gory includes research funds administered by the Euro-
pean Commission, or – on its behalf - one of its bodies.  
The largest European research program is the Frame-
work program (FP7), but there are also other research 
programs administered by the European Union that 
allocate funds to higher education institutions, such as 
European Structural funds. Please note: Funds awarded 
by the European Research Council (ERC) are included 
in the category “Research Councils” (below). Institutions 
outside Europe, or the European Union normally do not 
qualify for this funding and, consequently, will not report 
any funds here. 
 




Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. This cate-
gory includes revenues received from public bodies and 
agencies outside of the country in which the institution 
operates - as long as these revenues are for specific 
research projects and not awarded in the context of a 
European research program (see item “European re-
search programs’). If the funds are administered by a 
research council from abroad, they should go under the 
heading “research councils” (below).  
 
 Research councils  Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. Revenues 
from government agencies and other public bodies, 
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x1000 Euros awarded competitively for specific research projects 
carried out by the institution. This includes research 
projects funded through grants and contracts by re-
search councils, ministries and other government agen-
cies. Such grants and contracts are normally awarded 
after a peer review of research proposals submitted by 
(teams of) academics. Funds provided by the ERC are 
also included. Revenues from research councils such 
the French ANR, the NSF in the USA, or the Dutch 
NWO/SKO/KNAW should also go under this heading. In 
the German context, DFG would qualify as a Research 
Council. Research related project based funding has to 
be included in this category as well. 
 
 Privately funded research contracts  
x1000 Euros 
Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. All research 
income that is based on contracts that are not part of 
funding flows originating from governments (national, 
international, federal, regional) or other public organiza-
tions (e.g. Research Councils) is part of this category. 
Privately funded research includes research contracts 
and consultancies carried out for private (for-profit and 
not-for-profit) organizations, such as industry, medical 
charities, and private foundations – from the country 
itself or from abroad. Please note: donations and reve-
nues from licensing and copyrighted products do not 
belong to this category and should be included in one of 
the categories for “Other activities”.  
 
     
4 Income from other activities    
     
 licensing agreements  
x1000 Euros 
Ple se specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. If a patent is 
given, the owner of the patent may grant permission to 
a lic n ee to use the invention protected by the patent. 
In the li ense agreement the financial compensa ion the 
licensor will eceive from the licensee is specified. Here 
we ask for th  income your institution has received as 
licensor of the patents it holds. 
 




Pl as  specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. Income from 
competitive or non-competitive public research funding 
is to be excluded here. 
 
 copyrighted products  
x1000 Euros 
Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. Income from 
copyrighted products for which the institution holds the 
copyright. Copyrighted products are manuscripts, de-
signs, software, and goods of an artistic or literary na-
ture protected by copyright law. Copyright is a right to 
prevent copying of original literary, artistic and musical 
works, and computer software. “Original” means that the 
work is the creation of its author, not being copied from 
any other work. The copyrights protect the creator’s 
right to be appropriately acknowledged for their work 
and give the creator a means of controlling how their 
protected work is exploited, thereby ensuring that they 
are properly rewarded for their creative endeavors. 
 
 Income from other sources  
x1000 Euros 
Please specify the amount in 1,000 Euros. Income from 
charitable donations, interest, fees paid to institutions 
for ancillary services, rents paid by private organisa-
tions; and earnings from private endowment funds. 
 
     





 Expenditure    
 All information refers to Euros. To convert data in differ-
ent currencies to euro’s, you may use the exchange 
rates specified in www.u 
multirank.eu/exchangerate.doc If information is not 
available please fill in NA and comment in the 'com-
ments' 
  
     
1 Expenditure    
     




Please specify the total amount in 1,000 Euros spent in 
the reference year. The total expenditure of the institu-
tion, including current expenditure and capital expendi-
ture. Total expenditures include expenditures for educa-
tional services, research, knowledge transfer and other 
services. 
 
 Breakdown by costcenter:  Please indicate what percentage of expenditure is dedi-






Expenditure on teaching activities, CPD activities ex-
cluded. Expenditure on management and organization 
of teaching is to be included. Some institutions are en-
gaged in teaching as well as research. This makes it 
difficult to single out teaching-related expenditure. In 
this case we only request an estimate of the share of 
teaching in the total activity. 
 
 Research  
% 
Expenditure on management and organization of re-
search is to be included. Some institutions are engaged 
in teaching as well as research. This makes it difficult to 
single out research-related expenditure. In this case we 
only request an estimate of the share of research in the 
total activity. 
 
 Knowledge transfer  Knowledge transfer, or knowledge exchange, includes 
research commercialization, activities organized within 
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 % the framework of continuing professional development 
(CPD), the institution’s regional engagement and other 
activities aimed at disseminating the knowledge and 
expertise of the institution to business, the public sector, 
cultural and community partners, and other societal 
entities. As such, knowledge transfer is broader and 
more encompassing than technology transfer. Please 
indicate the percentage (estimated) of the institution’s 
total expenditure dedicated to the knowledge transfer 
activity. 
 Other  
% 
  
 The breakdown is based on estimates ○ Yes   
  ○ No   
2 Coverage    
     
 Are all staff on the pay roll of the insti-
tution? 
 
○ Yes This question seeks to capture the extent to which an 
institution’s staff carries out teaching and research du-
ties on behalf of the institution while receiving a salary 
from a third party. If (a large amount of) staff is on the 
payroll of a ministry or regional government, this should 
be indicated. 
 
  ○ No   
 Are all buildings owned by the institu-
tion? 
 
○ Yes This question seeks to clarify the extent to which the 
institution is the prime responsible actor for maintaining 
and investing in its infrastructure. The answer to this 




 Research and knowledge trans-
fer 
   
 All information refers to the year 2008. If information 
refers to a different period please specify the reference 
year and add a comment in the ‘comments’-section. If 
information is not available please fill in NA and com-
ment in the 'comments'-section 
 
  
     
1 Research and knowledge transfer    
     
 Number of peer reviewed academic 
publications 
 
 A count of peer reviewed academic publications of the 
institution. This includes PhD dissertations and books. 
Peer review (also known as refereeing) is a process of 
subjecting an author's scholarly work, research, or ideas 
to the scrutiny of others who are experts in the same 
field, before a paper describing this work is published in 
a journal, book or conference proceedings. 
 
interpreting expenditure data.  
  ○ No   
     
3 Comments    
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 Number of professional publications 
 
 A count of all publications published in jour-
nals/books/proceedings that are addressed to a profes-
sional audience and that can be traced bibliographically. 
These publications are not peer reviewed as in the 
category academic publications.  
 
 Number of international networks the 
institution participates in actively 
 The number of international networks a HEI participates 
in. 
 
 The number of international prizes and 
scholarships won for research work 
 The number of international prizes and scholarships 
won for research work 
 
 Total number of collaborative research 
projects 
 Total number of research projects with partners from 
outside the higher education institution 
 
 The number of research projects with 
regional firms 
 Total number of research projects with partners from the 
region (NUTS2 or NUTS3) 
 
 The number of licence agreements  The average number of license agreements signed over 
the last three years 
 
 The number of patents awarded to the 
higher education institution or its em-
ployees 
 The number of patents awarded to the higher education 
institution or its employees 
 
 The number of new patent applica-
tions filed by your institution 
 
 A patent is a set of exclusive rights for a fixed period of 
time in exchange for a disclosure of an invention. The 
exclusive right granted is the right to prevent or exclude 
others from making, using, selling or offering to sell or 
importing the invention. In order to be patented an in-
vention must be novel, useful and not of an obvious 
nature. 
 
 Number of cultural awards and prices 
won 
 Number of cultural awards and prizes won  
 135
 Art related output  Count of all relevant research-based tangible outputs  
 The average annual number of start 
up firms established in the last three 
years 
 A start-up firm is a company that initially was the result 
of a licensing/transferring of technology process from 
your institution. Spin-off companies are also considered 
to be start-up firms. 
 
     









































Questionnaire for faculties / departments
Field: Business
A) Overview
1 Please give the full name and address of the unit responsible for organising Business.
Name of university:
Faculty/department:
Institute or other body,
if applicable:
Street:
Postal code, town / city:












Part 1: Details about the department
B) Staff and PhD
The question(s) of this page has been forwarded to start@markuslueck.de for editing.
Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
















* according to national higher education legislation
** involved in teaching and/or research; holding at least a first degree, excluding PhD students








* irrespective of citizenship
U-Multirank
Part 1: Details about the department 2
4
Please state the extent of the contribution international visiting/guest professors made to teaching in Business in the academic year 2009/10












Please state the extent to which professors of your department contributed to teaching in Business at foreign HEIs in the academic year
2009/10 with lectures offering credit points (at least 2 credits, no single lectures/talks). Please also state for these lectures the number of
possible credits for their lectures/courses.
Academic year 2009/10
Number of outgoing professors Total number of credits





B) Staff and PhD 3
6 Please indicate the number of professors with work experience outside higher education (business, administration,...) after 2004.
Number (head count)




B) Staff and PhD 4
Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
7 Please indicate the number of PhDs completed in Business in the period indicated with the principal examiner coming from your department.





... by international students**
... in co-operation with enterprises/business
Comments:
Comments U-Multirank:
* If not available for academic years: alternatively for calendar years 2007, 2008 and 2009.
** Definition: with first degree obtained abroad









* Definition: with at least one degree obtained abroad
U-Multirank
B) Staff and PhD 5
C) Funding
Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
9
Please estimate the amount of external research funds (research promotion and/or contract research) spent by your department in Business in
the last three years (2007, 2008, 2009).
Please do NOT state the total amounts spent on the relevant research projects but ONLY the funds SPENT in the relevant year.
Example: For a project that started in 2006 and was completed in 2009 only the amounts spent from 2007 to 2009 are to be listed in the
following table.
For joint projects with other departments/other institutions please give only the amount spent by your department!
N.B. Funding for basic equipment are to be excluded from your calculations.





1.000 € / US-$
2008
in
1.000 € / US-$
2009
in
1.000 € / US-$
From national science foundations







Thereof third party funding for services rendered
(e.g. material testing)
Thereof third party funding of professorships
Comments:
Comments U-Multirank:
Explanation: Third party funds are only those for which you have to apply regularly, submitting fresh applications as part of an assessment process.
U-Multirank
C) Funding 6
Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
10 License agreements/income: Please give the number of license agreements and the income raised from licenses in Business.
Licenses 2007 2008 2009
No. of license agreements
License income (amount) (Currency as in question 9)
Comments:
Comments U-Multirank:
11 Please indicate if there are joint R&D projects with local enterprises.
Joint R&D projects with local enterprises No. of projects






Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
12 Please give the total number of students enrolled in your department in Business at present*.
Main subject / major in field Second subject / minor in field
Total number of students in Business at the department
No. of female students
No. of international students** (degree students)
No. of international students** (exchange students)
Comments:
Comments U-Multirank:
* Preferably data for academic year 2009/10, otherwise 2008/09 (please indicate)
** Students who got their entry qualification for higher education abroad
13 Please give the total number of students enrolled in your department in Business at present (academic year 2009/10) by degrees.
Students enrolled in Main subject / major in Business Second subject / minor in Business
Bachelor / undergraduate programmes







14 Please indicate how many students in Business made internships (minimum 4 weeks) in local enterprises within the past academic years
2007/2008 2008/2009 2009/2010
Student internships in local enterprises
Comments:
Comments U-Multirank:












Does your department offer continuing education programmes / professional development programmes in Business?
Yes No






* City, surrounding administrative districts
17
Does you department offer summer schools / courses for secondary education students in Business?
Yes No
If yes, how many participants joined the summer schools / courses within the past three academic years?
2007/2008 2008/2009 2009/2010
Summer schools




E) Special engagement 10
F) Description
18 Is the department accredited?
Status of accreditation of department Has the department or single programme been evaluated by an
external agency?
Only for Business Studies: The




the department is evaluated and given a numeric score
the department is evaluated but without a numeric score
programme(s) are evaluated and given a numeric score









Please describe the specific profile of your institution in Business with regard to teaching & learning (max. 600 characters)
Website:  
b)





Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes
20
Please fill in those degree programmes in Business which should be included into the ranking.
Please include only programmes, which
are already running,• 
are offered as a main subject/major in Business in your department• 
Please do not include:
Continuous education / CPD programmes• 
Distance education programmes• 
Special programmes for teacher education• 
Programmes in which first year enrolment is not possible any more• 
Those programmes can be listed below under "other programmes".
Please mark the degrees: BA; BSc, MA, MSc , PhDs or give a short explanation for other degrees.
a) Please add each programme separately by entering the name and clicking on "add this programme". The programmes added will appear then in
the questions to follow.
Business (TEST)




Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 12
21 Please give basic information about the programmes.
Programme offered since
(year)
Standard period of study
in years





22 Please give some information about interdisciplinary characteristics of the programmes.
Total number of credits of programme Thereof: free credits for























Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 13
Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
24 Please give the following information about students enrolled in the programmes in the academic year 2009/2010.
Number of students




* Only international students holding a university entrance qualification acquired abroad.




















* EU countries: EU-students/Non-EU students.
U-Multirank
Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 14
























Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 15
27 Please describe the international orientation of the programmes with regard to the inclusion of study periods abroad (incl. internships
abroad).
Study period abroad
Study period abroad If mandatory,how long (weeks)?
If available:




28 Please indicate if there are joint study programmes with foreign partner institutions.
Joint / double degree











Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 16
29 How many students in Business in your department earned credits for achievements abroad (academic year 2009/2010)?
Number of students who earned credits for achievement abroad and the three most visited HEI:




30 Please give the number of exchange students from foreign universities in the programmes and the names of up to three HEIs from which
students most frequently come to your university.
Number of exchange students from abroad Most important institutions of exchange:





31 Please indicate the share of courses held in a foreign language by programme. Please give preferably the number of credits, if this is notpossible please refer to the percentage of courses (academic year 2009/2010).
Number of credits for










Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 17




Part 2: Details about the individual study programmes 18
Editor:  Date of editing:   (please use: dd.mm.yyyy)
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